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PREFACE 

How rulers and statesmen have used or ought to use their 
powers, particularly in the sphere of foreign affairs, is the cen¬ 
tral theme of the studies collected in this volume. With one 
exception they have been previously published, though not 
all in their present form. My thanks are due to the editors, 
publishers and societies who have generously given permission 
to reprint. 

Franco-German Relations, 1870-1914, is a revised and 
enlarged version of the Creighton Lecture delivered in 1923. 
Published in the same year and reprinted in 1928, it has been 
out of print since Paternoster Row went up in flames in 
December 1940. The Diplomatic Background of the First World 
War, an attempt to summarise the voluminous evidence of 
recent years on the development of the European situa¬ 
tion after 1871, is new, as are the conversations with two 
German ex-Foreign Ministers, Kuhlmann and Jagow, which are 
appended to it. British Policy before the War in the Light of the 
Archives, an address delivered at Chatham House in October 
1938 and published in International Affairs, January 1939, was 
occasioned by the completion of British Documents on the 
Origins of the War, edited by Gooch and Temperley. The 
appended conversation with Lord Grey took place early in 
1929, when the writer was preparing two lectures on his 
foreign policy for the Hochschule fur Politik at Berlin. 
Portions of Prince Bulow and bis Memoirs appeared in the 
Contemporary Review, December 1930, and February 1931, 
and in History, July, 1933. Kiderlen- Wdchter, The Man of Agadir, 
is expanded from an article in The Cambridge Historical Journal, 
1936. British and Foreign Polity, 1919-1939, is an expansion and 
continuation of a brochure published by G. Bell and Sons for 
the Historical Association in 1936 : it appeared in its present 
form in the Contemporary Review, October 1940-May 1941. 
Political Autobiography grew out of an address delivered to the 
Royal Society of Literature in 1936 and published in its 
Transactions, Vol. XV. It began to appear in its enlarged form 
in the Contemporary Review, November 1941. The French 
Revolution as a World Force was delivered at the fourth of the 
Unity History Schools, held at Birmingham in 1920. It was 
published by the Oxford University Press in the volume of 
addresses on that occasion entitled The Evolution of World 
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Peace, edited by Dr. F. S. Marvin, of which a cheap edition 
appeared in 1933. Politics and Morals, the Merttens Lecture for 
1935, a discussion of the problem of raison d’itat raised by the 
teaching of Machiavelli and his disciples, was published by the 
Hogarth Press in the Day to Day Pamphlets. The Europe of 
193 5 has been swept away, but readers can bring the survey up 
to date for themselves. Hobbes and the Absolute State, delivered 
in 1940 as the annual lecture on a Master Mind at the rooms of 
the British Academy, was published as a brochure by the 
Oxford University Press and included in Vol. XXV of its 
Proceedings. Its relevance to an Age of Dictatorships does not 
need to be pointed out. 

G.P.G. 
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FRANCO-GERMAN RELATIONS 1871-1914 

I 

T HE war of 1870, though contrived by Bismarck, was 
begun by Napoleon III, and defeated France had to pay 
his debts. The military hegemony of Europe passed from 
Paris to Berlin, but in the moment of victory the Iron Chan¬ 
cellor committed the greatest mistake of his life. After vetoing 
the annexation of Austrian territory in 1866 and thereby 
rendering possible a speedy reconciliation, he allowed the 
soldiers to have their way in 1871. “After this war,” he 
declared on the morrow of Sedan, “ we must expect another 
aggression, not a durable peace, whatever conditions we 
impose. France will consider any peace a truce, and will try 
to avenge her defeat directly she feels strong enough, alone or 
with allies.” Outside France the annexation of Alsace and a 
portion of Lorraine was generally regarded as the natural 
punishment of the Power which had declared war and had been 
beaten. Where is the nation w T hich, with bitter memories like 
those of the invasions of Louis XIV and Napoleon, would 
have returned empty-handed from a sanguinary struggle, and 
would have left in the possession of its defeated enemy rich 
territories which had formed part of its own vanished empire ? 
If France had won, she would doubtless have annexed part of 
the Rhineland. It is a crime to transfer masses of human 
beings from one allegiance to another against their will, but 
amputation is the common practice of conquerors. The peace¬ 
makers of 1919 had no title to cast stones at the peace-makers 
of 1871 : both alike built for the day, not for the morrow. 

Bismarck was dimly aware of the unwisdom of the settle¬ 
ment which he was called upon to sanction. “ I did not want 
too many Frenchmen in my house,” he exclaimed. “ Per¬ 
sonally I was opposed to the annexation of Lorraine,” he 
confessed to a French diplomatist, “ but the military influences 
were too strong.” His plan, which received the weighty" 
approval of the Grand Duke of Baden, was to content himself 
with Alsace, to dismantle Metz, and to exact a larger indemnity; 
and it was a calamity for France, for Germany and for the 
world that it was not adopted. Perhaps he could not have 
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got his way, for the Generals even resented leaving Belfort 
to France. But he never fought for his policy, and he deserves 
graver condemnation for the neglect of the imponderabilia 
than the soldiers whose horizon was bounded by strategical 
considerations. It is possible that Alsace, German in blood 
and language, might gradually have been reconciled by 
admission to the federal empire on equal terms with Baden and 
other South German states. Lorraine, on the other hand, was 
bound to prove as indigestible as Posen, and Germany, 
efficient, but heavy-handed and unimaginative, never learned 
how to win the allegiance of racial minorities. 

France never accepted the situation. 1 The thirty-six depu¬ 
ties of the lost provinces in the Bordeaux National Assembly 
unanimously protested against the cession, and 50,000 inhabi¬ 
tants left their homes within the year allowed for option. A far 
larger number followed later, particularly from Lorraine, 
until nearly a third had gone. The story of Franco-German 
relations since 1871 is mainly the record of France's endeavour 
to regain her lost territories and of Germany's attempt to 
retain them. The one remembered the aggression of 1870, the 
other the settlement of 1871, and the writers of school-books 
in both countries took good care that the children should 
inherit the passions of their elders. The statue of Strassburg 
in the Place de la Concorde was draped in black. There was no 
finality about the settlement, for the provinces which had been 
won by the sword might be lost in the next encounter. Family 
and business ties were severed, French propaganda was active, 
and the excellence of German administration evoked no 
gratitude. There were pauses between the rounds, but the 
wrestlers never left the arena. Each of them sought and found 
allies, until almost the whole of Europe was involved in their 
vendetta. 

While Bismarck kept France in quarantine by alliances or 
understandings with other Powers, the French rebuilt the 
fabric of their national life with unexpected rapidity. In no 
responsible quarter was there a notion of challenging Germany 
to another conflict for a long time to come. “ The revanche ," 
writes Rend Pinon, “ was the natural and spontaneous reaction, 
the appeal to the future, arising from the abuse of force. It 
lived as a sacred ideal in the soul of the nation, but has never 
been part of the Government programme." France had to 

1 Sec Linnebach, Deutschland als Sieger im heset^ten Frankreich , 1871-5 and 
Herzfeld, Deutschland u. das gescblagene Frankreich, x 871-5. 
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pay the indemnity, terminate the occupation, frame a constitu¬ 
tion, restore her finances, reform her army and find an ally 
before she could make fresh plans ; but the tradition of les 
jrontieres nature lies, inherited from the Monarchy, the Revolu¬ 
tion and Napoleon, lived on. “ Our policy is peace,” declared 
Thiers ; “ a reorganized France will always be necessary to 
Europe.” The gospel of work was to restore her strength, 
her prosperity and her self-respect. One of the chief lessons of 
history is the resilience of nations. The transition from war to 
peace was eased by the conciliatory methods of Manteuffel, the 
Commander-in-Chief of the army of occupation. 

The Monarchists possessed a majority in the French 
Assembly, but they were divided. The future lay with the 
Republicans; whose leader, in peace and in war, was Gambetta. 
The first President could be none other than the veteran 
Thiers, but it was the hero of the National Defence who 
represented France to herself and to the world. Perhaps in his 
own good time, it was whispered, in some manner then 
undreamed of, he might be able to win back the provinces. 
By tongue and pen he kept courage and hope alive. He 
founded a journal, La Kipublique Yran false, as “ a tribune from 
which the appeal for our rights and our ravished provinces 
may be made before Europe day by day. France is at the 
mercy of Germany. We are in a state of latent war ; neither 
peace nor liberty nor progress is possible.” France, he pro¬ 
claimed in a celebrated speech at Sr. Quentin, must resume her 
role in the world. “ Let us not speak of the foreigner, but let 
him be ever in our thoughts. Alors vous serez sur le chemin 
de la revanche.” “ Bismarck,” he wrote with piercing fore¬ 
sight, “ has transformed a divided and impotent Germany into 
a great, disciplined and powerful empire, but the annexation 
of Alsace-Lorraine is the death-germ of his work. In such an 
advanced civilization moral conquest never follows material 
conquest. Till they have repaired their error no one will lay 
down his arms. The peace of the world will remain at the 
mercy of an incident.” 

Next to the great tribune Paul D6roul£de was the most 
popular man in France. Enlisting as a private in 1870 he had 
been wounded, taken prisoner at Sedan, escaped, rejoined the 
French forces, and fought to the end of the campaign. In 1872 
he published a little volume entitled Chants du Soldat , which, 
like the Nouveaux Chants three years later, were hummed by 
young conscripts at their work as Korner’s stirring lyrics had 
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been sung in Germany sixty years earlier. His songs, with 
their simple vocabulary and obvious rhymes, printed in pocket 
editions for a few sous and in illustrated editions for a few 
francs, sold by scores of thousands and fostered the moral 
convalescence of France. The opening poem of the first 
volume was entitled 

Vive La France 

Oui, Frangais, c’est un sang vivace que le votre I 
Les tombes de vos fils sont pleines de heros. 

Mais, sur le sol sanglant ou le vainqueur se vautre, 

Tous vos fils, O Francais, ne sont pas aux tombeaux. 

Et la revanche doit venir, lente peut-etre, 

Mais en tout cas fatale, et terrible a coup sur; 

La haine est deja nee, et la force va naitre : 

C’est au faucheur a voir si le champ n’est pas mur. 

Perhaps the most popular of the series was the salute to the 
poilu. 

Dans la France, que tout divise, 

Quel Francais a pris pour devise 
Chacun pour tous, tous pour Tfitat ? 

Le Soldat. 

Dans nos heures d’indifference, 

Qui garde au cceur une esperance 
Que tout heurte et que rien n’abat ? 

Le Soldat. 

Qui fait le guet quand tout sommeille ? 

Quand tout est en peril, qui veille ? 

Qui soutfre, qui meurt, qui combat ? 

Le Soldat. 

O role immense ! O tache sainte ! 

Marchant sans cris, tombant sans plainte, 

Qui travaille a notre rachat ? 

Le Soldat. 

Et sur la tombe obscure et fi&re, 

Pour recompense et pour priere, 

Que voudrait-il que Ton gravat ? 

Un Soldat. 

The few Frenchmen who accepted the situation were re¬ 
garded with angry contempt. When the Alsatian Scheurer- 
Kestner, then a young man, visited Grdvy, the first President 
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of the Chamber, he received an unwelcome homily. 1 “ My 
children, it is grievous to have lost one’s country ; but the 
regime which weighed so long on France could only leave 
disaster behind. I know you are for war. I tell you, who 
voted against the peace—France must not think of war. She 
must renounce Alsace. The tears rolled down our cheeks. 
The President took us by the hand and added, Do not believe 
the madmen who tell you the contrary, and who are the cause 
of our troubles being increased by a hopeless struggle. Re¬ 
senting the reference to Gambetta we went away broken¬ 
hearted, as if an evil genius had taken from us the remainder 
of our courage. That day I took Grevy’s measure. Since 
then I have only had official relations with him.” Grevy, 
however, never ventured to say in public what he said in 
private, and no French Minister of the Third Republic ever 
dared to accept the Treaty of Frankfurt except under protest. 

Bismarck had no illusions. When the French Charge, 
in his first interview in August, 1871, expressed his confidence 
that relations would improve, the Chancellor replied that he 
was glad to hear such language but could not believe that 
France sincerely desired peace. “ I do not think you wish to 
break the truce now. You will pay the first two milliards, but 
in 1874, when the other three are due, you w r ill fight us.” 
“ France,” added the Charge in reporting the conversation, “ is 
recovering too quickly. He thought that he had finished with 
her for twenty years at least, and he is becoming alarmed.” 
When Gontaut-Biron took up his duties at Berlin early in 
1872 he received a cordial welcome from the Emperor and 
Empress ; but the Chancellor, though at first polite, took no 
pains to hide his suspicion. The despatches of the first Am¬ 
bassador of the Republic depict a relationship of tension and 
protests in which each party suspected the other of designs to 
renew the struggle. 

Arnim’s despatches from Paris were no less pessimistic. 
Thiers, he reported on May 6, 1872, desired a long peace, since 
France was not in a position to wage a new war. Later, when 
she had recovered her strength, declared the President, she 
would naturally seek compensation for her losses ; and if 
Germany were ever in difficulties with other Pow r ers she would 
find her chance by bartering her aid if not by war. “ There 
can be no doubt,” wrote the Ambassador on October 3, 1872, 
“ that of the 38 million Frenchmen not one hundred thousand 
1 Souiwiirs de Jtunesse 9 262-4. 
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regard the present frontier as permanent. The instinct for 
revenge, indeed, is so deep that they are insufficiently conscious 
of the unfavourable diplomatic and military situation to 
prevent them one day being suddenly carried away by their 
passions. The German Empire can no more co-exist with the 
France of to-day than Rome with Carthage.” Bismarck 
replied to these gloomy vaticinations that France was not 
dangerous without allies, that the Republic was much less 
likely to find friends than a monarchy, and therefore that the 
French Royalists should not be supported. “ The frankness 
with which hatred of Germany is proclaimed and encouraged 
by all parties,” he added on February 2, 1873, “ leaVcs us in no 
doubt that any Government will regard the Revanche as its 
principal task. The only question is how long the French will 
need to organize their army or their alliances before they think 
they can resume the struggle. Directly that moment arrives 
the Government will be compelled to declare war on us.” 
The danger appeared to be increased in 1875 by the fall of 
Thiers, whom Bismarck liked, respected and trusted, for he had 
opposed the war of 1870. His successor was Marshal Mac- 
Mahon, distrusted by Bismarck as an Ultramontane, with the 
Orleanist Due de Broglie as Foreign Minister, which the 
Chancellor interpreted as a step towards a royalist restoration. 
When Amim, who favoured the French Royalists and had no 
love for Thiers, was recalled in 1874, Bismarck gave Hohen- 
lohe, his successor, the maxim for his guidance that France 
must not obtain sufficient strength at home or consideration 
abroad to secure allies. 

While the payment oh the indemnity in two years instead of 
four and the consequential evacuation was an unwelcome 
surprise in Germany, the increase of the army and the refusal 
of public opinion to accept the Treaty of Frankfurt as anything 
more than a truce angered Bismarck and alarmed the military 
authorities. In 1873, when some French Bishops indulged in 
violent comments on the May Laws and the Kulturkampf y the 
Chancellor decided that a sharp warning was needed. It was 
not enough that the Bishops were ordered by their Govern¬ 
ment to abstain from attacks, he declared to the French 
Ambassador : they must be punished. “ It is a question of our 
security. Your Bishops foment revolt in the empire, and that 
we cannot stand. If you allow these proceedings to continue, 
you will make war inevitable ; and we shall begin it before the 
clerical party gains power and declares war. That is why I 
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dislike your projects of restoring the monarchy. I mistrust 
the influence which your clericals would have on the Comte de 
Chambord.” The threat was repeated in the Norddeutscbe 
Allgemeine Zeitung, which declared that from the moment 
France identified herself with Rome she would become the 
enemy of Germany, and that peace could not subsist with a 
France subject to the Vatican. “ If France supports the 
Catholics in Germany/’ he added ominously, “ I shall not wait 
till she is ready, as she will be in two years, but I shall seize a 
favourable opportunity. ,, Moltke declared in January^ 1874, 
that another war was inevitable before many years, and Bulow, 
the Foreign Minister, warned the Ambassador that the repeti¬ 
tion of episcopal imprudences might lead to very grave com¬ 
plications. On February 10, 1874, Queen Victoria wrote to 
the Emperor William urging him to keep the peace despite 
French provocations, and received the reply, “ We shall not 
make war.” 

The Bishops were muzzled though not punished, and the 
rest of 1874 passed without incident, except that in the first 
general election in Germany fourteen out of fifteen members 
from the Reichsland protested against the annexation, de¬ 
manded a plebiscite and left the Reichstag. The Chancellor 
had no desire to attack France, but he did not intend to allow 
another attack on Germany. “ We wish to keep the peace,” 
he observed in 1874 to Hohenlohe ; “ but if the French so 
order their preparations that in five years they will be ready 
and determined to strike, then in three years we shall begin 
war.” Since the Treaty of Frankfurt imposed no limit on 
French armaments he could only proceed by warnings and 
threats. 

Incensed by French intransigence Bismarck lashed out at 
the Francophils of the Rhine provinces. 1 The purpose of the 
annexation, he proclaimed in the Reichstag, was not to make 
them happy but to build a bastion against the everlasting 
irruptions of the French. “ We conquered these lands in a 
war of self-defence. Our soldiers shed their blood not for 
Alsace-Lorraine but for the German Reich, for its unity, for 
the defence of its frontiers. We took the lands in order that 
the French in their next attack, which God grant may be 
distant but which they are planning, should not have the 
Weissenburg salient to start from, but that we should have a 

1 There are useful chapters on Alsace-Lorraine in Wahl, Dtutscbt Gescbubte , 
1871-1914, especially vols. i and 4, cp. Schneegans, AUmotren. 
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glacis on which we can defend ourselves before they reach the 
Rhine.” The Glacis speech of 1874 was grist to the mill of the 
French propagandists, who seized on it as a confession that 
Berlin had no interest in the happiness or welfare of the 
populations. Yet at this very moment the provinces were 
conceded a Diet of thirty members, in which the so-called 
Autonomists, led by Schneegans, a Strassburg journalist, for 
some years played an active though unpopular part. 

In 1875 the nerves of Europe received a formidable shock. 3 
At the end of February the Chancellor was informed that 
France was ordering a large number of cavalry horses in 
Germany, and, after forbidding their export, he wrote for 
explanations to Hohenlohe. The Ambassador replied that 
France had no present intention of war, but that all parties 
hoped to reconquer the provinces when she found allies. 
War was neither near nor distant: nobody could say. A few 
days later, on March 12, the French Chamber, outstripping the 
proposals of the Government, increased the battalions in a 
regiment from three to four. The German Staff calculated 
that the increase would be 144,000, which would make the 
French army larger than their own. “ This means an attack 
very shortly,” observed Moltke to the Belgian Minister ; “ we 
must not wait till they are ready.” Opinion was genuinely 
alarmed. “ Faites vous forts, tres forts,” remarked Gortcha- 
koff to the French Ambassador. Bismarck, he added, saw the 
hand of France in everything. On April 5 the Kolnische Zeitung 
expressed its fear of a Franco-Austrian alliance with the 
backing of the Pope and a clerical Monarchy in France. On 
April 8 the Post published an article headed “ Is War in sight ? ” 
which created the first dangerous crisis since 1871. War, it 
declared, was in sight, for France was preparing a war of 
revenge, but it was still possible that the clouds might disperse. 
It was widely believed that the article was inspired by the 
Chancellor; but the supposition was unfounded, for it was 
written by Rossler on his own responsibility. Bismarck told 
Hohenlohe that he was surprised by the article, but he wel¬ 
comed it as calculated to awaken Germany to the danger and 
to frighten France. On April n the Norddeutsche Allgemeine 
Zeitung declared that, though the fears of the Post in regard to 


1 J. V. Fuller, The War-Scare of 1875/’ American Historical Review January 
1919, states the case against Bismarck. K. Herzfeld, Die Deutsch-frarrrbsische 
Knegsgefahr von 1875, and Rachfahl, Deutschland und die WeltpolitiL i, 45-76 
defend him. 'Hie most illuminating discussion of a complicated problem is in the 
Life of Lard Odo Russell t ch. 5, by Winifred Tails. 
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Austria and Italy were groundless, its anxieties about French 
armaments .were correct. “ The burden is too heavy even for 
the richest country to bear for long,” added the semi-official 
organ ; “ they can only be preparations for the object which no 
clear eye can fail to see.” The Preussische Jabrbucher declared 
that arms must decide. 

On April 15 Gontaut-Biron, who had been away from Berlin, 
returned to his post and explained to the Foreign Minister that 
the horses had not been ordered by the War Office, that the 
simultaneous reduction of the size of the battalion would reduce 
the increase of the army to about 30,000, and that there was no 
thought of attack. Biilow appeared to be satisfied ; and the 
same evening the Emperor, always since 1871 an influence for 
peace, meeting the French Military Attache at a reception, 
observed, “ On a voulu nous brouiller . . . Maintenant tout 
est terming, tout a fait termine.” Unfortunately the danger was 
not over, for Gontaut-Biron learned from friends that Bis¬ 
marck was not yet pacified. “Von Krieg ist gar keine Rede,” 
he remarked to Lucius von Ballhausen on April 11 ; but on 
April 21 at a dinner at the British Embassy the French Ambassa¬ 
dor heard from the lips of Radowitz, a Foreign Office func¬ 
tionary, words which filled him with terror. When he com¬ 
plained of the German press campaign and spoke of the pacific 
intentions of France, Radowitz replied, “ Can you answer for 
the future ? France is bent on revenge. Why then should we 
wait till she is strong and has found allies ? ” Radowitz’s own 
official report of this conversation omits these words and 
suggests that he was merely explaining the ideas which found 
utterance in the German press. 1 The Ambassador, however, 
believed that he was expressing the views of the Chancellor, 
who had used very similar words, and feared that a preventive 
war might be launched at any moment. His report alarmed 
Decazes, the Foreign Minister, who forwarded a copy to the 
representatives of France abroad, with instructions to bring it 
to the notice of the Governments. At the same time he 
ordered the French Ambassador at St. Petersburg to appeal for 
a public promise by Russia to draw the sword in the event of a 
German attack. The Tsar had already told Le Flo that there 
was no danger, and that, if there were to be, he would tell 
France himself. He now replied, “ I shall not draw the sword, 
nor will you.” He added that he was shortly to visit Berlin. 
Meanwhile Decazes explained to Hohenlohe that France did 
1 Du Gross* Politiky i, 275-7. 
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not want war and could not wage it. If Germany invaded 
French territory, he added, she would withdraw her troops 
without fighting. 

On May 5 the French Foreign Minister received a fresh 
shock, when Hohenlohe informed him of a despatch just 
received from the Wilhelmstrasse. The German Government, 
it declared, was not entirely convinced of the inoffensive 
character of French armaments, and the General Staff con¬ 
sidered war as the ultimate object of recent military measures. 
Decades, fearing that the next step might be a demand for the 
reduction of the army, informed Blowitz of the situation, 
and on May 6 a despatch from its famous Paris Correspondent 
entitled “ A French Scare ” appeared in The Times, revealing 
the threats and arguing that Russia alone could prevent a 
conflict. The despatch aroused consternation throughout 
Europe ; but on the previous day Schuvaloff, the Russian 
Ambassador in London, had passed through Berlin and ex¬ 
plained to the Emperor and Bismarck his master’s attitude. 
On May 7 William I expressed a wish in writing that the 
offending German editors should be reproved for alarming 
Europe and destroying the gradual growth of confidence that 
peace would not be disturbed. Lord Derby instructed the 
British Ambassador at Berlin energetically to support Russian 
representations, and Andrassy, the Austro-Hungarian Foreign 
Minister, assured Russia of the approval of Austria. Annoyed 
at what he called British credulity Bismarck informed the 
British Ambassador that the project of a German attack was a 
legend ; and when the Tsar and Gortchakoff reached Berlin on 
May 11 they were met with peaceful assurances. The six 
weeks’ crisis was over. The French President wrote to thank 
'the Tsar for his timely aid, and Decazes spoke cheerfully of the 
resurrection of Europe. 

That a preventive war w r as advocated by the army chiefs in 
Germany, and that cool observers like Lord Derby and Odo 
Russell believed in the danger, is beyond dispute ; but we 
cannot be certain what was in Bismarck’s mind. The Tsar 
believed that he invented the danger of a French attack in 
order to demonstrate the need of keeping him at the helm. 
The statement in his Reflections and Recollections that “ the 
myth of a German attack ” was a conspiracy against him 
engineered by Gontaut-Biron is ridiculous, but there is no 
ground for the belief that he had resolved to fight and was only 
restrained by the veto of Russia. If he had really desired to go 
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to war, he would have done so. “ Bismarck,” observed the 
Due Decazes, “ wants us to believe that he wishes for war, but 
he does not wish for it himself.” He was however gravely 
and even neurotically alarmed by the reports from his secret 
agents abroad. Though he did not share the bellicose views of 
Moltke, he desired France to know that Germany was watching 
her very closely, and that she would be wise to abstain from 
military or diplomatic measures which pointed towards a 
renewal of the struggle. But a policy of intimidation may easily 
lead to war without actually intending it. His resentment 
against Gortchakoff and Derby, and his fruitless request for 
the recall of Gontaut-Biron, showed that something had gone 
awry. The spectre of a coalition had appeared, and he was 
conscious that by playing with fire he had pardally forfeited the 
confidence in him which Europe had begun to entertain. 
Everyone was asking apprehensively what he would do next. 
Gortchakoff acidly remarked to Lord Odo Russell that the 
Chancellor was suffering from nerves as a result of over¬ 
eating, over-drinking and over-working. It was certainly not 
his finest hour. 

The conflagration in the Balkans which began soon after the 
war-scare of 1875 claimed Bismarck’s attention for the next 
three years and thereby diminished the tension in the West. 
He continued to dread the royalist movement in France, and 
feared that MacMahon’s clerical sympathies might lead him to 
attempt a coup. “ If the French Government can permanently 
free itself from clericalism,” he wrote to Hohenlohe in 1876, 
“ good relations would be easy and there would be less chance 
of the revanche .” He declined an invitation to take part in 
the exhibition planned for 1878, despite the desire of the 
Emperor and the Crown Prince to accept it. His fears seemed 
to be confirmed by the anti-Republican demonstration of May 
16, 1877, when the President dismissed the Ministry of Jules 
Simon and summoned the Royalist leader the Due de Broglie; 
and he observed that the France which stood behind Mac- 
Mahon would not be able to avoid war. There were two 
nations in France, he declared. The provinces were pacific 
and only wanted to work; Paris, on the other hand, loved 
noise and conflict, and it was Paris which determined the 
character of the press. 
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II 

A detente began with the triumph of the Republicans in the 
French elections of December, 1877, which removed the fear 
of a clerico-monarchical restoration. The recall of Gontaut- 
Biron, with whom the Chancellor had hardly been on speaking 
terms since the crisis of 1875, was hailed by him as an olive 
branch, though his departure brought tears to the eyes of the 
aged Emperor. The appointment of the Comte de St. Vallier, 
who had established excellent relations with Manteuflel during 
the occupation of French territory, confirmed the favourable 
impression of the Dufaure Ministry and of Waddington, the 
new Foreign Minister. On February 4, 1878, the Ambassador 
reported that the members of the Bundesrath saw in his 
appointment “ a new era, 5 ’ and the Chancellor showed himself 
particularly amiable in their first interview. An invitation to 
take part in the Congress of Berlin was accepted, and Bismarck 
went so far as to offer the presidency to Waddington, in whom 
he expressed the same complete confidence that he had felt for 
Thiers. Even in Alsace-Lorraine there was a slight temporary 
detente. 

When Waddington learned during the Congress of Berlin 
that Great Britain had secured the occupation of Cyprus from 
Turkey, he told Beaconsfield that he must withdraw ; but 
Salisbury was ready with a solatium . “ You cannot leave 

Carthage in the hands of barbarians. Do what you like there.” 
The advice was supported by Bismarck, and on his return 
W r addington secured from Salisbury a written assurance of 
desinteressement in Tunis. No action was taken at the moment, 
but the conversations at Berlin opened a new chapter in Franco- 
German relations. In January, 1879, Bismarck invited St. 
Vallier, whom he described as “ notre drapeau de paix et 
d’entente, 55 to Friedrichsruh, where he urged the seizure of 
Tunis. “ I think that the pear is ripe and that it is time for you 
to gather it. I do not know if it tempts you, but I must 
repeat what I said last year to M. Waddington. My desire is 
to give you pledges of goodwill in matters which concern you 
and where German interests do not collide with yours. It is 
only fair, for I appreciate the efforts which he and you have 
made to restore confidence between our two countries. Neither 
the Emperor nor I want another war on our hands. I believe 
that the French people need some satisfaction for their amour- 
propre, and I sincerely desire to see them obtain what they 
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want in the Mediterranean, their natural sphere of expansion. 
The more success they find in that sphere the less will they be 
moved to assert their grievances against us.” When the 
Ambassador observed that he should report these words 
textually, the Chancellor replied that he would put them in 
writing if requested. It has often been argued that the object 
of his suggestion to take Tunis was to drive a wedge between 
France and Italy. He may have foreseen such a result, though 
he could not know in advance that France would seize the 
country without consulting or compensating her rival. His 
main object was to diminish the tension which threatened the 
stability of his work. “ M. Waddington in office and you here 
are a pledge of peace and understanding.” 

The detente bore fruit when the administration of the Rhine 
provinces was transferred to Strassburg. Field Marshal 
Manteuffel, the first Statthalter, was an admirable choice. 
Le bon vteux , as he was called, once again showed his concilia¬ 
tory disposition. He liked the French and respected their 
intransigence. “ Je crains bien que nous avons fait une faute 
en gardant Metz,” he remarked to Gontaut-Biron. “ C’est lk 
ce qui blesse les Fransais.” In his heart he despised Schneegans 
and other Autonomists, who, next to the German immigrants, 
were the chief bulwark of the Reich. If his native province 
of Pomerania had been lost, he confessed, he would never 
have recognized its finality. The Statthalter carried on his 
pacifying policy so far as he was permitted by Berlin. A 
Council of State was appointed, the powers of the Diet were 
enlarged, and Commissioners represented the interests of the 
provinces in the Bundesrat. It was hoped in some quarters 
that they might be transformed into a federal unit like Baden 
or Wiirttemberg, but this had to wait for another thirty years. 
No gratitude was felt and none could be expected, for the 
hearts of the majority of the people were still French. At the 
moment when fresh responsibilities were entrusted to the 
inhabitants the Autonomist party, which had stood for co¬ 
operation with the Reich, collapsed under the burden of 
popular disfavour; and Schneegans, its leader, had to leave 
Alsace and accept employment in the Consular service. 

“ Thanks to Prince Bismarck and yourself,” wrote St. 
Vallicr to Waddington in September 1879, “great progress 
has been made during the year and a half I have been in 
Berlin. Our work will be completed when every Frenchman 
is certain, as I am certain, that Germany meditates neither 



i 4 FRANCO-GERMAN RELATIONS 1871-1914 

aggression nor invasion, and when every German is certain, as 
you are, that France dreams neither of revenge nor demands.” 
When Bismarck went to Vienna in the same month to make the 
Dual Alliance, he explained to the French Ambassador in 
that city that there was nothing to excite the apprehensions of 
France. “ The policy of moderation inaugurated by Thiers 
and henceforth faithfully pursued has gradually dissipated the 
prejudices arising from your form of government. M. de St. 
Vallier and I understand each other perfectly. The relations of 
our countries are excellent and I have no desire except to 
preserve and consolidate them/’ In March 1880 the Emperor 
and Empress dined for the first time at the French Embassy. 
Despite these reassuring signs the Chancellor was always 
haunted by the possibility of a Revanche Ministry in France 
and a Franco-Russian alliance. 

The sun continued to shine, however feebly, for several 
years. When the Powers met at Madrid in 1880 to discuss 
commercial and other problems in Morocco, Bismarck 
instructed the German representative to follow the lead of his 
French colleague; and when in 1881 France proceeded to 
establish a Protectorate over Tunis by force of arms, he afforded 
the moral support he had promised and received an expression 
of gratitude from Jules Ferry. The opening of a new phase of 
colonial expansion announced that she was prepared to resume 
her activities as a Great Power, and BismarcK frankly admitted 
his hopes that it would turn her thoughts from the lost pro¬ 
vinces. It w'as at this moment that Hohenlohe was instructed 
to convey to the Foreign Minister the Chancellor’s hope that 
France would one day realize that German friendship was of 
more value than a million inhabitants of Alsace and Lorraine. 
The message was received by Barthdlemy St. Hilaire with a 
smile but without comment. “ We desire the friendship of 
Germany, not her protection,” he wrote to St. Vallier. The 
statesmen of France naturally preferred smiles to frowns, but 
they were aware that there were limits to the Chancellor’s 
indulgence. “ Russia is inclined to a rapprochement,” ex¬ 
plained Waddington to Freycinet in handing over the reins in 
1879, u but Bismarck has his eye on us. The menace of an 
alliance might decide him to open hostilities.” \pThe velvet 
glove scarcely concealed the iron hand. “ He is guided not by 
petty ideas of hatred and rancour,” explained St. Vallier in 
1881, “ but by higher and more serious considerations, based 
on what he believes to be the interest of Germany. To attain 
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his goal, namely the consolidation of his work, he would 
gladly co-operate with his foe of yesterday or break with a 
friend.” In a word Bismarck was a pure realist and he never 
pretended to be anything else. 

The dftente which began in 1877 was approved by the greatest 
of French citizens. Gambetta’s longing for the recovery of the 
provinces remained, but after the crisis of 1875 the possibility 
of winning them by negotiation occupied his thoughts. He 
was no longer the foufurieux he had seemed to Thiers. We can 
trace the evolution of his thought in his correspondence with 
Ranc and in the sparkling memoirs of his friend and hostess, 
Mme Adam. “ If by diplomacy we can avoid or at least 
postpone the conflict,” he wrote in September, 1875, “should 
we not try it? But how? Our colonies. Which is the best, to 
keep our distant possessions or our future generations? Let us 
face this cruel dilemma—the lives of young France or portions 
of our colonial territory. Ought we not to profit by the taste 
of Germany for colonies ? We have what they want. Is that 
not our chance ? ” The unfounded rumour that Bismarck was 
about to visit Paris for political conversations in December, 
1875, filled him with excitement. “ Must I stand aloof? Is it 
really my duty as a Frenchman ? You know the dreams of a 
colonial future for his people, and his country is strong, 
perhaps invincible. Should we not avoid the noble but 
fruitless sacrifice of our young men whose death would en¬ 
feeble France for ever ? ” When Bismarck announced in 1878 
that a Congress would meet at Berlin, Gambetta, after brief 
hesitation, favoured participation. “ We must profit by the 
rival ambitions to declare our legitimate demand, .id create an 
agreement.” His readiness to meet the monster, as he called 
him, had now grown into eagerness. At the end of 1877 
Count Henckel von Donnersmarck, returning to Paris where 
he had lived under the Second Empire, wrote to Bismarck, “ I 
guarantee to bring Gambetta to Varzin on a public or a private 
visit, whichever you prefer. He will propose to you a rap¬ 
prochement and collaboration with France.” The Chancellor 
evaded a reply ; but when the proposal was renewed in April 
1878, he accepted it, and a rendezvous was arranged for April 50 
at Berlin. At the last moment, however, Gambetta drew back. 
“ Man proposes. Parliament disposes,” he wrote to Henckel on 
April 18. “ When I readily accepted yesterday I did not allow 
for the unexpected. The questions relating to the Ministry 
of War have become increasingly important. I cannot abandon 
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my post. So I must postpone the execution of the plan.” 

The state of business was a pretext, for at the last moment 
Gambetta shirked the interview. It could only have led to 
disappointment, for, according to Blowitz, Bismarck told 
Holstein that he would have made it a condition that the pro¬ 
vinces should not be mentioned. The faithful Spuller, who 
detested the notion of a rapprochement, warned his beloved 
leader to be prudent, and the pourparlers were never resumed, 
though Gambetta continued his visits to Germany and to the 
end Bismarck desired to meet him. The French statesman 
persevered in the new path, and a common friend encouraged 
him to hope for a change when the Crown Prince should come 
to the throne. Some of his friends turned their backs on the lost 
leader, among them Mme Adam, who founded La Nouvelle 
Revue in 1879 to preach the revanche and the need of a Russian 
alliance. “ You follow your sentiments, I my reason,” he 
remarked to her in 1878 ; “ let each of us go his own way.” 
The revanche was merely a means to an end, the recovery of the 
provinces, and he had come to believe that it might ultimately 
be secured without a war, perhaps by an alliance with England 
and Russia. 

Gambetta continued to make speeches which suggested that 
another conflict was inevitable, and in Germany it was believed 
that his accession to power might be the signal for the attack. 
“ Les grandes reparations,” he declared in his celebrated speech 
at Cherbourg in 1880, “ peuvent sortir du droit. We or our 
children can hope for them, for the future is open to us all. It 
has been said that we have a passionate cult for the army. It is 
not the spirit of war which animates this cult; it is the neces¬ 
sity, after seeing France fall so low, to raise her up so that she 
resumes her place in the world. If our hearts beat, it is tor 
this goal, not for an. ideal of blood ; it is that what is left of 
France may remain entire; it is that we may count on the 
future. There is on earth an immanent justice which comes at 
its appointed time.” Freycinet, to whom some of the Am¬ 
bassadors complained, assured them that the speech was 
pacific in intention; but the critics cried, Gambetta , c'est la guerre % 
and Bismarck exclaimed, “ Gambetta in power would act on 
the nerves like a man beating a drum in a sick-room.” A year 
later, at Menilmontant, he made his pacific attitude clear beyond 
controversy. “ France intends to win for herself such power 
and such prestige that in the end, by force of patience, she will 
receive the reward of wise and good conduct. If she is vigilant 
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and prudent, taking her share in international affairs but 
eschewing conspiracy and aggression, I think and hope I shall 
see the day when, through the majesty of right, truth and 
justice, we shall regain our lost brothers.” 

The Republican triumph of 1877 made Gambetta’s accession 
to power a mere matter of time, and when Grevy succeeded 
MacMahon as President in 1879, it was felt that the hour was 
nigh. Gr£vy, however, whether owing to jealousy or to fear 
of foreign complications, postponed the summons, and it was 
not till the summer of 1881 that he confessed that the next 
Ministry must be formed by the Republican leader. The 
Emperor was a little apprehensive, and St. Vallier attempted to 
remove his fears by describing a recent conversation with 
Gr£vy. “ So long as I hold my post,” declared the President, 
“ I will never allow France to launch an attack. I shall know 
how to pursue and make all the Ministers pursue a policy of 
peace. In home affairs I shall not intervene, but I will never 
compromise on the maintenance of good relations. Germany 
can count on me and trust my word.” When Le Grand Minis - 
tire was at last formed in December, 1881, Gambetta asked St. 
Vallier to report the effect. The Ambassador replied that the 
Emperor was apprehensive and Bismarck suspicious, but 
official relations remained friendly. The Chancellor informed 
St. Vallier, and Hohenlohe assured the Quai d’Orsay, that the 
formation of the Gambetta Cabinet would in no way diminish 
the friendliness of Berlin. L* Grand Alinistire , however, only 
lasted two months, and in less than a year the great patriot died 
in his forty-fifth year. That he had ceased to think of a war of 
revenge was known only to his intimate friends. 

The diplomatic rapprochement inaugurated by Waddington 
and approved by Gambetta was confirmed by Freycinet and 
Jules Ferry, though the deep estrangement of the two peoples 
remained, the German Government often complained of the 
utterances of the French press, and no one on either side of the 
Rhine imagined that the volcano was extinct. At no time since 
1870 had the wires between Paris and Berlin worked so 
smoothly as during the second Ministry of Ferry, which lasted 
from 188} to 1885. The chief architect of the new French 
colonial empire, himself a Lorrainer, lamented the defeat of 
1870 as much as other men; but he believed that Germany 
would remain the stronger Power, that France needed an outlet 
for her energies, and that she could only give hostages to 
fortune in Africa and Asia if assured against attack from beyond 
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the Rhine. The fiery D^roulede founded his Ligue des 
Patriotes in 1882 with its organ Le Drapeau , in which he con¬ 
tinued to proclaim that what had been lost by arms must be 
regained by arms, and denounced the Premier as an atheist of 
patriotism. “ You will end by making me think you prefer 
Alsace-Lorraine to France/’ rejoined Ferry; “ must we hypno¬ 
tize ourselves with the lost provinces, and should we not take 
compensations elsewhere ? ” “ That is just the point,” retorted 
Deroul£de. “ I have lost two children, and you offer me 
twenty domestics.” For the moment France vras pleasurably 
excited by the excursions and alarums of colonial adventure, 
but the type of uncompromising nationalism represented by 
Deroul&de and Clemenceau was soon to change the political 
landscape. 

The year 1884 witnessed the foundation of Germany’s 
oversea empire and a brief estrangement between London and 
Berlin. Angered by the procrastinating conduct of Lord 
Derby, our Colonial Minister, Bismarck sought to win France 
for a new plan. “ I wish to establish a sort of equilibrium on 
the seas,” he declared to the French Ambassador on September 
23, “ and France has a leading role to play in this connection 
if she will enter into our views. I do not wish for war against 
England, but I wish her to understand that if the navies of 
other nations unite they will compel her to consider the 
interests of other people. For that purpose she must accustom 
herself to the idea that a Franco-German alliance is not an 
impossibility.” Throughout the winter the Chancellor con¬ 
tinued his efforts. “ I hope to reach the point when you will 
forgive Sedan as you have forgiven Waterloo. Renounce the 
Rhine, and I will help you to secure everywhere else the satis¬ 
factions you desire.” He praised the statesmanship of Ferry 
and expressed the wish to meet him, perhaps in Belgium or 
Luxemburg or even in the south of France. These flattering 
advances made no impression on the new Ambassador; in 
Berlin, Baron de Courcel. “ At bottom,” he reported, “Bis¬ 
marck wishes to do England a bad turn and to use us for the 
purpose.” On January 20, 1885, the sceptical Ambassador 
defined the schemes of the Wilhelmstrasse. “ To soften our 
memories, to turn our thoughts from the past to an indeter¬ 
minate future, and thus to lead us imperceptibly to swallow 
1815 and 1871, so that France, accepting the hegemony of 
Prussia, henceforth gravitates in German orbits—such is 
Bismarck’s policy towards us. We must do him the justice to 
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recognise the frankness and sincerity with which he declares 
it.” In regard to amputations, declared the Ambassador in a 
private letter to Jules Ferry, a nation should neither forgive 
nor forget unless it wished to share the fate of Poland. More¬ 
over, Vamitit de VAllemagne est une amitil orageuse . 

Though Baron de Courcel had no intention of walking into 
Bismarck’s parlour, some of his countrymen seemed prepared 
for the great surrender. “ You cannot think how much good 
our rapprochement has done,” observed Barr&re, the French 
Minister in Cairo, to Herbert Bismarck. “ I cannot say there 
is no longer enmity, for that needs time, but there is no longer 
mistrust among us. It will still be a fairly long time till 1870 
becomes merely a memory, but only patience is needed for 
that. The rapprochement is not only the best thing for the two 
countries but for the world. Wc must think of future genera¬ 
tions and remember that the strongest alliance would be France 
and Germany.” In the same month of September, 1884, 
General Campenon, Minister of War, entertained the foreign 
officers at the manoeuvres at dinner, and observed to the 
chief of the German mission that the Government desired a 
rapprochement. “ A Franco-German alliance,” replied his 
guest, “ is only possible if you recognize the Treaty of Frank¬ 
furt.” “ That is what I am always telling my colleagues,” 
replied Campenon. “ We should no longer weakly occupy 
ourselves with the past, but should reckon with the present. 
With such an alliance France would at one blow regain her 
standing. France and Germany united would rule the world.” 
A fortnight later Herbert Bismarck visited Ferry, who charged 
him to tell the Chancellor that he would not take the smallest 
step in Egypt without consulting the Wilhelmstrasse. “ We 
are on the high road,” remarked the Director of the Finance 
Ministry to Herbert Bismarck ; “ first the ditente and then the 
entente .” 


m 

That Bismarck was satisfied with the German frontiers 
established by his three wars is beyond doubt. “ I know I am 
accused of wishing to sow dissension between France and 
England or between England and Russia,” he remarked to the 
French Ambassador on May 10, 1885. “ But what have I to 
gain from such dissensions ? Germany’s position is now strong 
enough, and she is entirely content with her relations to her 
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two Imperial neighbours. She asks nothing more than to live 
at peace with all her neighbours. She has no interest in taking 
anything from any of them. On the Russian side we have 
already too many Poles and we certainly do not want more. 
On the Austrian side could we desire to annex the Czechs or 
the Viennese ? They would be a cause of much embarrassment. 
On the French side you know my opinion that we have taken 
too much French territory. Could we aspire to conquests at 
the expense of France, Belgium or Holland ? They would be 
recalcitrant nations. Looking all round our frontiers every 
gain would be a loss, every increase a cause for weakness.” 
This was true enough, but the status quo was not good enough 
for France. 

In the opening weeks of 1885 the news from Tonkin, which 
Ferry had added to the French colonial empire, became more 
and more alarming ; but on March 29 the Premier assured the 
Chamber that General N£grier possessed the forces needed to 
hold Lang-Son and defend the frontier. On the following day 
a telegram announced that he had been wounded and com¬ 
pelled to evacuate Lang-Son by superior forces. A wave of 
panic and fury, unknown since Vannie terrible , swept over 
France. When the doomed Ministry demanded credits to 
retrieve the situation, Clemenceau sprang to his feet. “ We can 
enter into no discussion with you. We have no longer Minis¬ 
ters before us but men charged with high treason, on whom the 
hand of the law will descend, if the principles of justice still 
exist.” Ferry was hurled from power, peace was concluded 
with China, and the first period of colonial expansion of the 
Republic came to an abrupt end. The vote of March 30 was 
the condemnation not only of a French statesman but of the 
principle which had guided the policy of France since the 
Congress of Berlin. Gambetta and Ferry, with the encourage¬ 
ment of Bismarck, had sought compensation overseas for the 
loss of the provinces which, in their opinion, could not be 
regained within any measurable time; and now the glittering 
fabric of the young empire seemed to crumble into dust. No 
more colonial adventures 1 No more hazardous expeditions ! 
Ferry —le trditre, le Tonkinois —had forgotten the Vosges. 
He had danced to Bismarck’s piping and wasted blood and 
money in the far places of the earth. A has le Prussien ! Back 
to the revanche l It was the hour of Clemenceau. 

The atmospheric change was reflected in the Ministerial 
declarations of the Brisson Cabinet. “ By a watchful and 
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circumspect policy we must guarantee our position amidst the 
questions which preoccupy Europe. The Republic desires 
nothing but peace, peace accompanied by the dignity which a 
nation like ours demands, peace assured by a solid army of 
defence.” The same 'Leitmotif was heard after the general 
election in the autumn. The first duty of the new Chamber, it 
was explained, was to strengthen the army. So powerful was 
the reaction that a demand for the total evacuation of Tonkin 
was only defeated by four votes. When Freycinet succeeded 
Brisson at the opening of 1886 his programme was fixed in 
advance. “ If there is one point on which the ballot-boxes 
have expressed themselves without ambiguity,” ran the 
Ministerial declaration, “ it is on the direction to be followed in 
foreign affairs. It is understood that France is to have a policy 
of dignity and peace, and that her forces are to be concen¬ 
trated on the Continent, respected by all and menacing none. 
France desires no more of these distant expeditions, which are 
a source of sacrifice without any obvious compensation.” 

The foreign policy of the Third Republic was dominated 
by the two ideals of the recovery of the Rhine provinces and 
the foundation of an empire. For the first two decades it 
seemed impossible to pursue them simultaneously, and it was 
equally impossible to secure colonies without the assent of 
Berlin. The first act ended when Gambetta and Grevy, 
Waddington and Ferry postponed the rei'anche to the Greek 
Kalends and acted on the suggestion to take Tunis. The second 
act ended with the reverse in Indo-China, and the temporary 
abandonment of colonial expansion carried with it the ter¬ 
mination of the detente. The obvious tasks before France in her 
new mood were to strengthen her army and to seek for allies. 
The history of French policy during the decade following the 
fall of Ferry is the record of her successful pursuit of these 
objects. 

Freycinet, who belonged to the school of Gambetta and 
Ferry, desired to continue the friendly relations with Berlin; 
but he showed less than his usual insight in choosing a 
Minister of War whose sinister activities were to bring France 
and Germany to the verge of war and to threaten the existence 
of the Republic. At this time, however, Boulanger was the 
protegi of Clemenceau and the Radicals, and no one could 
foresee coming events. He had seen service in Algeria, Italy, 
Indo-China and the war of 1870, and had served as Director of 
Infantry at the War Office and commander of the army in 
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Tunis. He proceeded to justify his selection by a series of 
reforms in the organization and munitioning of the army, the 
strengthening of fortifications, and the provision of creature 
comforts for the poilu . Since the mind of France was focussed 
on national defence, and since no comprehensive reforms had 
been made for a decade, he became a celebrity and the acclama¬ 
tions of the crowd aroused his political ambitions. D£roul£de, 
who as early as 1883 announced that at last he had found a man, 
“ I might even say our man,” offered him the services of the 
300,000 members of the Ligue des Patriotes. La France 
Militaire , Le Drapeau, La Frontiere , V Anti-Prussien, La Revanche , 
and many Chauvinist pamphlets sang his praises, announced 
that France was ready, and preached the holy war. 

“ Monsieur le Ministre de la Guerre,” observed Freycinet 
one day in July 1886, “ vous faites un peu trop mon metier.” 
The gentle rebuke produced no effect, for the General relished 
his position on the crest of the wave. People began to whisper 
and to watch. “ The topic of the day,” reported Lord Lyons, 
the British Ambassador, on July 2, “ is the conduct of Bou¬ 
langer. He has by degrees put creatures of his own into the 
great military commands, and he is said to have used strange 
language in the Council of Ministers. From the way people 
talk one would think the question was whether he is aiming at 
being a Cromwell or a Monk.” A fortnight later Lord New¬ 
ton, of the British Embassy, described his appearance at the 
fete of July 14. “ The mountebank had provided himself 

with a high-actioned black circus horse. As he pranced 
backwards and forwards and the public yelled their acclama¬ 
tions, President Gr6vy and the uninteresting crowd of bour¬ 
geois Ministers and Deputies seemed visibly to quiver and 
flinch. From that day Boulanger became a dangerous man.” 
The German Military Attach^ sent home long reports on his 
activities and on the provocations of the press. “ The last few 
days have witnessed several remarkable outbreaks of chauvin¬ 
ism,” reported Count Munster, the German Ambassador, on 
October 14. “ The artificially stimulated hatred of Germany 
is if possible stronger than ever, but the war of revenge is far 
from being popular. The wish that there may be one day a 
holy war is common to every Frenchman, but the demand for 
its speedy fulfilment is met with a shake of the head.” Bou¬ 
langer himself, he added a few weeks later, was believed by 
some intimate friends to be afraid of war, since he knew too well 
the weak points of the army ; but he kept his fears to himself. 
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After a year’s absence from Paris Prince Hohenlohe, the 
late German Ambassador, described in his diary on November 
10, 1886, the new and anxious situation. “ What strikes me 
most is the change in Boulanger’s position. In the spring of 
last year he was considered a farceur . To-day he has the 
majority of the Chamber on his side. Freycinet does not dare 
to get rid of him, and even Ferry would find it difficult to form 
a Ministry without him. He knows how to win people and to 
dazzle the masses. If he stays two years longer in office, the 
conviction will become universal that he is the man to recon¬ 
quer the provinces, and, as he is utterly unscrupulous and ex¬ 
tremely ambitious, he will carry the masses into war. Blowitz 
agrees, and says that, if he remains, war will come in 1888. 
His fall is inevitable directly the country sees where he is 
leading it. Then he will be swept away, for the country is still 
pacific. But in a year it will be different.” “ In Boulanger,” 
echoes the Belgian Chargd a month later, “ the whole of 
France personifies her dreams of future greatness.” The 
German Military Attache sent home a series of alarming reports 
on the ambitions and popularity of the new leader. 

During this orgy of chauvinism the French Government 
remained unmoved. The new Ambassador to Berlin, Her- 
bette, who as Director of the Foreign Office had co-operated 
vdth Freycinet and enjoyed his confidence, arrived in October 
1886, and explained the views of his Government in a remark¬ 
able conversation with the Foreign Minister, Herbert Bismarck. 
The good services rendered by Germany in regard to France’s 
colonial policy, he declared, were known only to the few: 
now was the time to show the French people the real aims of 
German policy. “ What a detente there would be, and how all 
our suspicions and apprehensions would vanish if Prince 
Bismarck publicly declared that he would use his immense 
authority for the maintenance of the status quo in the Mediter¬ 
ranean I All eyes would turn from the East, and we could 
employ all our resources in the Mediterranean, the theatre of 
our vital interests. It is a question of existence for us as a 
Great Power that England should evacuate Egypt. I assure 
you that the Mediterranean is the pivot of our policy and that 
the English are abominated in France, far more than the Ger¬ 
mans have ever been. The idea of the revanche is out of date.” 
There was an element of unreality in such language while 
Boulanger was the darling of the Paris mob, and it evoked no 
response in Berlin. 
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The reforms introduced or proposed by Freycinet and 
Boulanger, reducing the term of service from five years to three 
and improving the armament, challenged the superiority of 
the German army, and on November 25, 1886, the German 
Minister of War presented a seven-year army bill increasing 
the troops by 41,000. The aged Moltke delivered a few 
pregnant sentences. “ An entente with France has been men¬ 
tioned. But while public opinion in France persists in demand¬ 
ing the restitution of two essentially German provinces, which 
Germany is firmly resolved not to cede, an entente is an im¬ 
possibility.” The bill was fiercely contested, but its backers 
found their strongest argument in the growing popularity 
of Boulanger, who retained his portfolio when Goblet suc¬ 
ceeded Freycinet in December. Each side believed or pre¬ 
tended to believe that the other was meditating a sudden 
attack. In the words of the new Premier, the whole of 
Europe was living “ on a footing of armed peace.” “ An 
imprudent word,” reported Herbette on January 4, 1887, “ any 
suggestion of an arriere-pensee might decide Bismarck to try to 
crush us as a measure of precaution. But I am convinced we 
can round Cape Wrath if we are wise.” 

On January 11, Bismarck supported the Army Bill in one of 
the greatest of his speeches. Germany, he explained, belonged 
to what Metternich called satiated States, but all the Powers 
w r ere busy preparing for an uncertain future. <£ Everyone asks, 
Is war coming ? I do not believe that any statesman will 
deliberately apply the match to the gunpowder heaped up in 
every land. But the passions of the mob, the ambition of 
party leaders, misguided public opinion—these are the ele¬ 
ments potentially stronger than the will of the rulers.” Ger¬ 
many had declined to thw r art Russian ambitions in the Near 
East and had tried to oblige France everywhere except in 
Alsace-Lorraine. “ We have no intention and no reason to 
attack her. I would never fight because I thought a war might 
be inevitable. I cannot see into the cards of Providence. If 
the French will keep the peace till w r e attack, peace is assured 
for ever. Do we want more French soil ? I was not anxious to 
take Metz. I have complete confidence in the present French 
Government. Goblet and Flourcns are not the men to make 
war. If you could guarantee their continuance in office, { 
would say. Save your money. But the stirring of the flames by 
an active minority makes me anxious. We have still to fear an 
attack—whether in ten days or ten years I cannot say. War is 
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certain if France thinks she is stronger and can win. That is my 
unalterable conviction. Where is the Ministry who would dare 
to say. We accept the Treaty of Frankfurt ? She is definitely 
stronger than she was. If she won, she would bleed us white ; 
and if we won, after being attacked, we would do the same. 
There is also the possibility, even if France did not expect to 
win, that she might launch a war as a safety valve, as in 1870. 
Indeed, why should not Boulanger try it if he came to power ? ” 
On January 28 the Chancellor observed to Herbette that 
Boulanger’s promotion to the Premiership or the Presidency 
would mean war. “ C’est un homme qui medite un coup 
d’etat,” though he was only a second-rate comedian. On 
January 31 the Post , in an article entitled “ On the razor-edge,” 
which recalled the scare of 1875, argued that the retention of 
Boulanger in the Ministry was an imminent danger to peace. 

The Reichstag accepted the proposed increase for three 
years instead of seven, as demanded by the Bill, and the 
Government appealed to the country. Boulanger, it was 
argued, was organizing the revanche. Pictures appeared of the 
Vosges frontier with huge barracks and swarming poilus on 
the one side and not a soldier on the other. To ensure the 
desired response by emphasizing the danger, the Government 
announced the calling up of reservists in Alsace-Lorraine. 
The atmosphere was electric, and war was anticipated by cool 
observers in other lands. Flourens, the Foreign Minister, was 
thoroughly alarmed. On February 8 the French Chamber 
adopted without discussion Boulanger’s demand for a special 
credit of eighty million francs, though the frightened Cabinet 
vetoed the proposal for calling up reservists. funster in¬ 
formally urged his dismissal, and the German semi-official 
journal observed that not a day had passed since his appoint¬ 
ment to the Ministry of War without a measure to increase the 
striking power of the French army. Once more, as in 1875, 
the Tsar was asked for and gave a promise of moral support. 
The German elections supplied the Government with the 
majority it needed, and the Army Bill in the desired shape 
became law in March. 

With the passing of the Septennate there was a lull in its 
official German campaign against the French peril, but the 
psychological results remained. “ Bismarck’s electoral 
manoeuvre,” reported Herbette, “ has been so well engineered 
that all Germany now believes in the fatality of a war with 
France and is inclined to wish to get it over at once. This 
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state of opinion is a danger which preoccupies me. We must 
neither furnish a pretext nor go to sleep. ” Bismarck, he added, 
was nervy and irritable. People were asking whether France 
would intervene in the event of a Russo-German war. De 
Lesseps visited Berlin on a semi-official mission, and assured 
the Chancellor of the pacific disposition of the President and 
the Cabinet; but so long as Boulanger remained a national 
hero, peace hung by a thread. 

At the end of April, 1887, a spark seemed likely to set 
Europe ablaze. A French Police Commissioner named 
Schnaebele, an Alsatian who had opted for France in 1871, was 
invited by a German Police Commissioner to meet him for a 
discussion of administrative business. On reaching the 
rendezvous on the German side of the frontier he was seized, and 
after a struggle was carried off to Metz. The excuse for this 
outrage was that he had misused his official position for 
purposes of espionage, and that his arrest, if ever he crossed the 
frontier, had been decreed by the High Court at Leipzig—a 
fact unknown to the French Government. Once again 
Boulanger urged a military demonstration, and once more 
Grevy intervened to prevent it. Flourens kept his head and 
forwarded to Berlin photographs of the letters of invitation 
from the German official. Bismarck at once admitted that the 
invitation implied a safe conduct which must be respected 
despite Schnaebele’s grave offence. A week after his arrest he 
was at liberty, but he had exceeded his functions and was 
removed from his post. Though the Governments kept cool, 
for both of them had been disagreeably surprised by the 
incident, the temperature of public opinion on both sides of 
the Rhine had risen to boiling point. The fiery D£roulede 
taxed the Cabinet with cowardice, and argued that the time 
had come to finish with Bismarck’s “ provocations.” French¬ 
men maintained that Germany had tried to pick a quarrel, and 
Goblet, the Premier, declared that it would perhaps have been 
better to fight. The Germans continued to believe that 
Boulanger was master of France and might give the signal for 
invasion at any moment. 

President Grdvy, whose devotion to peace was only equalled 
by his contempt for Boulanger, remarked to Goblet: “ I 
receive many people ; no one desires war, neither the Chamber 
nor the country.” Though this was by no means true he had 
long determined to get rid of the firebrand, who, as he sub¬ 
sequently confided to the German Ambassador, had on two 
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occasions proposed measures involving war. Goblet resigned 
in May and Rouvier formed a Ministry without the General, 
who was appointed to the command of an Army Corps in the 
provinces. Both the President and the Ambassador in Berlin 
argued that his influence had been exaggerated and that the 
excitement had only been on the surface, but the danger was 
by no means at an end. The mountebank remained the darling 
of the crowd, and every missile aimed from beyond the Rhine 
served to endear him to the extreme Nationalists. When “ le 
G£n£ral de Revanche ” was deprived of his command in 1888 
for paying visits to the capital without leave, he stood for the 
Chamber at a by-election in. Paris as a champion of the revision of 
the Constitution and was elected by an overwhelming majority. 
Fortunately for the peace of the world he was not built in the 
heroic mould, and he let slip the opportunity of marching on 
the Ely see to which his hot-blooded followers summoned 
him. His old sponsor Clemenceau turned against him, and on 
learning that an order had been signed for his arrest he fled 
to Brussels. The bubble had burst. He was condemned in his 
absence for treason, and a discreditable career was terminated 
by suicide on the grave of his mistress. Boulanger, declares 
Freycinct in his Memoirs, never really desired war, but he had 
been playing wdth fire. His movement revealed the persistent 
vitality of the revanche, rendered impossible a return to the 
quasi-entente of the Waddington-Ferry-Freycinet period, and 
prepared the ground for the Russian alliance. 

The tension was once again reflected in the military changes 
with which both Governments occupied themselves. In 
France the last remains of a professional army were swept 
away, and every Frenchman on reaching the age of twenty 
became subject to three years’ service. In 1888 Freycinct was 
appointed Minister of War and held the office for five years, 
carrying through the three years’ law, the development of the 
reserves and the rc-arming of the infantry. Germany replied 
by an Army Bill reorganizing the Land web r and the Land- 
sturm. On February 6, 1888, in commending the Army Bill 
to the Reichstag, Bismarck again swept the European horizon 
with his telescope. In 1887, he declared, the chief danger had 
been from France ; now it was from Russia. “ Since last year 
one pacific President has succeeded another. We can count on 
President Carnot to continue the policy of M. Grevy. We have 
also seen a change of great importance in the Ministry. The 
Ministers who had a tendency to place their personal projects 
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before the peace of their own country and of Europe are gone, 
and more peaceful men have taken their place. I gladly recog¬ 
nize that- France is more pacific and less explosive than last 
year. Yet the danger of coalitions is permanent, and we 
must arrange once for all to meet it. We must make greater 
exertions than other nations on account of our position. 
Russia and France can only be attacked on one front, but 
God has placed us beside the most bellicose and restless of 
nations, the French, and He has allowed bellicose tendencies to 
grow up in Russia. I do not expect an early breach of the peace, 
but I advise other countries to discontinue their menaces. 
We Germans fear God and nothing else in the world.” It was 
the swan song of the old Chancellor in the sphere of foreign 
affairs. 


IV 

The fall of Bismarck in 1890 was hailed with delight in 
France. He had helped to keep the peace, commented the 
French Ambassador, but in every situation his first thought was 
to counterwork French interests. His marvellous skill, 
his immense authority on all the Cabinets, his influence on the 
press, enabled him to keep France in isolation. The new 
Chancellor, whatever his ill will, could not do her so much 
harm. A slight detente began when the French Government 
accepted the invitation of William II to send a delegate to an 
International Conference on social reform at Berlin. The 
veteran statesman and publicist Jules Simon, who was chosen 
for the task, was captivated by the charm, the frankness and 
the energy of his host. The Kaiser expressed his ardent desire 
to enter into cordial relations with France, and when his visitor 
replied that the question could not be solved at present, he 
rejoined that it was never too soon to formulate a good idea. 
“ Your army has made great progress and is ready,” he added ; 
“ if it were engaged in single combat with the German army 
no one could forecast the result of the struggle. Therefore I 
should regard as a madman or a criminal whoever stirred up 
the two peoples to make war.” Jules Simon had no more 
doubt of the speaker’s absolute sincerity than of the purity of 
his French accent. His accession had been dreaded in Paris, for 
his admiration for the army and its glorious traditions was 
notorious, and it was widely held that he was likely to prove the 
enfant terrible of Europe. The diminution of tension was 
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reflected in a slight mitigation of the rigid and deeply resented 
passport regime in Alsace-Lorraine. 

In the milder atmosphere inaugurated by the visit of Jules 
Simon, the organizers of a picture exhibition in Berlin to be 
held in May 1891, invited French artists to take part. The 
French Ambassador replied that his Government, though 
unable to participate officially in a private enterprise, would 
view with pleasure an acceptance or the invitation by French 
artists. This guarded reply was perhaps as much as Berlin 
expected, and invitations were now sent to individual artists 
in France. At a dinner at the French Embassy the Kaiser 
loudly expressed his admiration for French art, and eulogized 
with fervour the talent of Meissonier, who had recently passed 
away. Not content with verbal eulogies, he gave instructions 
for a letter in similar terms to be written to the French Am¬ 
bassador, with the request to forward it to the Acad£mie des 
Beaux-Arts. The French Government in return awarded to 
Helmholtz the medal of Grand Officer of the Legion of 
Honour, adding that this was the first time since the war that 
such a high distinction had been conferred on a German. The 
detente , however, was purely superficial. “ Tout le temps qui 
s’ecoulera avant la lutte supreme sert 4 notre preparation,” 
wrote Herbette to his chief in February 1891. 

At this moment the French Ambassador was informed that 
the Empress Frederick was about to visit Paris incognito. 
The French Government was not consulted before the decision 
was reached. Her object, it was explained, was to make 
purchases for her new home at Kronberg, but she also desired 
to meet French artists and to induct them to exhibit at Berlin. 
In telegraphing the news Herbette added that the slightest 
contretemps might have disastrous results. The visit aroused the 
liveliest interest in both countries, for it was widely though 
falsely believed to cloak far-reaching political designs. Leading 
German papers described it as a historic event. “ Germany 
has given a fine example of her desire for reconciliation,” 
wrote the Vossische Zeitung ; “ will France respond ? May we 
not hope that the chiefs of the French nation, in view of the 
noble intentions of the Emperor’s mother, will abandon the 
ideas of revenge ? ” Such utterances naturally provoked the 
Nationalists, who spoke of “ our holy hatreds.” The ex- 
Empress, who was never celebrated for tact, added fuel to the 
flame by visiting the park of St. Cloud and lunching at Ver¬ 
sailles. “ My mother,” remarked the Kaiser, “ is not easy to 
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control.” A protest meeting was addressed by D6roul&de, 
and several artists withdrew their acceptance of the invitation 
to exhibit at Berlin. The German press resented the protests 
and criticisms of Paris. “ The French have not the right,” 
wrote the Kolnische Zeitung, “ to insult the august head of the 
German Empire and his noble mother. Every German who 
has the slightest sense of the dignity of his nation feels himself 
mortally outraged in the person of his Emperor.” The Kaiser 
was furious at the protest meeting, the organizers of which 
were not punished, and the French Government learned that 
measures preliminary to general mobilization had been 
ordered. The danger was obvious, and the most careful pre¬ 
cautions were taken to avoid an incident when she left the 
Gare du Nord. Not till long after did the French people learn 
of the peril thus narrowly averted. 

On February 27, the day of her departure, Marschail von 
Bieberstein, the Foreign Minister, addressed Herbette in a 
tone which even Bismarck had never adopted. After empha¬ 
sizing the good intentions of the Empress, and stating that 
Berlin had expected a courteous welcome and at any rate 
official protection against insults, he added : “ Clearly one 
must not demand from a Republic what one would from a 
strong government.” Even after making such allowances, he 
explained, there were limits to tolerance, and he hinted that 
they had been reached. The Ambassador, unaware that the 
Empress had already left Paris, telegraphed in alarm that the 
slightest manifestation of disrespect to her might involve war. 
“ Nothing will be changed between the two Governments,” 
remarked the Foreign Minister to the French Ambassador, 
“ but I cannot say the same of the two countries; for the sensible 
and peace-loving people who form the great majority in France 
let themselves be intimidated by a tiny minority of adventurers. 
That we shall not easily forget.” Thus the visit which was 
designed to foster a ditente inflicted fresh w r ounds and revealed 
once again that the volcanic fires were ready to burst forth at 
any moment. There had been no real progress between 1871 
and 1891. A few days later the passport regime was restored 
in Alsace-Lorraine in full rigour. The countries had reverted 
to the relations of 1887, but on this occasion there was no 
Boulanger to hurl defiance across the Rhine. France, more¬ 
over, had an additional reason to avert or at any rate to post¬ 
pone a conflict; for the Russian alliance, long advocated by 
Boulanger, D6roul£de and the Nationalists, was in sight. 
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Its conclusion by a series of agreements between 1891 and 
1894 opens a new chapter in the history of the Third Republic. 
The inferiority complex disappeared. If the balance of power 
which had been destroyed in 1870 was not fully restored, there 
was at any rate no longer an unchallenged German hegemony. 
“ The era of monologues has passed,” wrote the Tempt y 
“ and the era of dialogues has begun.” The voice of France 
would be heard once again. A few far-seeing thinkers like 
Jaur£s recognized that the partnership might drag France into 
a war for Russian ambitions, but to fiery Nationalists it seemed 
to bring the revanche within sight. To France as a whole it 
symbolized complete recovery from the disasters of 1870, 
escape from the quarantine in which Bismarck had kept her, 
a solid guarantee against menaces, humiliations and attack. 
“ Now you are two,” remarked Munster, the German Am¬ 
bassador, to Freycinet, “ you will find it difficult to keep quiet. 
In France you are very thin-skinned, and the slightest spark 
will set the powder alight.” “ What makes us sensitive,” 
replied the Minister of War, “ is that we are thought to be 
weak. The stronger we are, the less inclined we shall be to take 
offence. Our relations will be easier when we stand on a 
footing of equality. You will see that our entente with Russia is 
a pledge of peace.” Unlike the majority of his countrymen, 
he knew that Russia had not the slightest: intention of shedding 
her blood for the recovery of Alsace-Lorraine or indeed for the 
realization of any purely French aims. 

Feeling her flank secured, France resumed her colonial 
ambitions after a lull of nearly a decade. In 1894 Hanotaux 
entered on his memorable term of office at the Quai d’Orsay. 
Like Gambetta and Ferry, he believed that France would in¬ 
crease rather than dissipate her resources and her strength 
by becoming a great colonial power. The only extensive 
field left for expansion was in North and Central Africa, but to 
push forward in these vast regions involved friction and 
perhaps even conflict with England. Thus once again colonial 
expansion brought a truce in the Franco-German conflict. 
The Kaiser renewed his attentions, and his telegram on the 
murder of President Carnot was particularly cordial. In 1894 
France and Germany amicably arranged their frontiers in 
West Africa and combined to tear up a newly made Anglo- 
Congolese Treaty, while in the following year they co-operated 
with Russia in forcing Japan to disgorge Port Arthur. 

In 189J an invitation arrived from Berlin to send French 
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ships to the opening of the Kiel Canal. Several members of 
the Cabinet desired to decline; but when the Tsar formally 
urged France to join Russia in attending the ceremony, she 
consented on the understanding that the ceremony would be 
given no political significance. This formula, needless to say, 
failed to disarm the hostility of the extreme Nationalists. For 
once the Kaiser’s speeches were both tactful and eloquent. 
“ It is not only for our own national interests that we have 
worked. We open the gates of the canal to the peaceful inter¬ 
course of the nations. I welcome the participation of the 
Powers, whose representatives we see amongst us and whose 
magnificent ships we have admired, with all the greater satis¬ 
faction because I think I am right in inferring from it the 
complete appreciation of our endeavours, the very object of 
which is to maintain peace.” Despite his welcome to the 
French ships, however, he never conquered his instinctive 
dislike of France and the French Republic. “ The Republicans 
are revolutionists de natural he wrote to the Tsar soon after 
the Kiel festivities. “ The blood of Their Majesties is still on 
that country. Has it since then ever been happy or quiet 
again ? Has it not staggered from bloodshed to bloodshed ? 
Nicky, take my word on it, the curse of God has stricken that 
people forever. We Christian Kings and Emperors have one 
holy duty imposed on us by Heaven, that is to uphold the 
principle of By the Grace of God. We can have good relations 
with the French but can never be intime with her ! ” 

A few months after the Kiel festivities the Jameson raid 
brought Great Britain and Germany to the verge of war. 
On January 1, 1896, the German Foreign Secretary visited the 
French Ambassador, and inquired whether France would join 
in “ limiting the insatiable appetite of England.” He did not 
propose co-operation in matters calculated to endanger peace, 
such as the Near East, Egypt or the Mediterranean, and he 
explained that there was no risk of an explosion ; but it was 
“ necessary to show England that she could no longer take 
advantage of the Franco-German antagonism to seize whatever 
she wished.” Herbette coolly replied that the exclusion of 
Egypt removed the principal reason which might induce 
France to join. “ I do not see what advantage such a league to 
hold England in check would be to us if we cannot count on 
your support in our interests.” Undeterred by this rebuff, the 
Kaiser despatched his fateful telegram to Kruger, but the 
reaction of England was so menacing that he quickly changed 
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his course. A few weeks later, when France and Russia 
opposed the allocation of Egyptian money for the advance to 
Dongola, Germany supported the British request, and con¬ 
tinued to flout French sentiment by encouraging the reconquest 
of the Sudan. 

Though Germany took the British side in the Egyptian 
quarrel, attempts were made at intervals by the Wilhelmstrasse 
to draw closer to France. In June, 1898, the French Ambassa¬ 
dor called Billow’s attention to pourparlers between England 
and Portugal concerning a lease of Delagoa Bay in return for 
financial aid, and to the danger of leaving London and Lisbon 
to settle their business without regard to the interests of 
France and Germany. On the following day the German 
Ambassador brought a remarkable Memorandum to the Quai 
d’Orsay suggesting not only economic reprisals against 
Portugal, but ” practical co-operation between Germany and 
France in current questions of every kind.” The Meline 
Government had just resigned, and Hanotaux explained that 
he could merely hand it to his successor. “ I gathered from a 
long talk,” reported Munster, “ that personally he would be 
much inclined to co-operate with us in matters of common 
interest like this.” To the Ambassador’s surprise, the new 
Foreign Minister Delcasse made no reference to the subject. 
To ignore such a direct approach w T as an astonishing debut , 
and his excuse that “ no proposals were made to me ” was 
unconvincing. “ I greatly regret the departure of Hanotaux,” 
wrote Munster. “ My relations with him were of the best. 
Though he was bound to follow the course of Russian policy, 
he desired to entertain good relations with us and to improve 
them. The suspicion of this Minister that I noted in Berlin I 
find on closer acquaintance to be unfounded. On the other 
hand I fear that Delcasse will deserve our mistrust. 1 knew him 
as Colonial Minister and did not like him.” The forecast was 
correct. Delcasse was the greatest of France’s Foreign Minis¬ 
ters between 1871 and 1914, and, with the possible exception 
of Poincare, the most inveterate foe of Germany. For a brief 
moment, enraged by the Fashoda surrender, his thoughts 
turned to Berlin. A rapprochement with Germany, he re¬ 
marked to a German journalist, was extremely desirable : 
the revanche had lost ground in recent years, for the younger 
generation was not interested. “ II faut refaire la politique 
suivie depuis seize ans.” It was only a passing mood and 
it did not recur. Delcass6 never loved England, but he 
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knew in his heart that France could only afford one enemy. 

It was natural that German statesmen should attempt to 
turn the Fashoda mood to their own account, for the bitter 
humiliation temporarily diverted part of the Nationalist fire 
to England, described by the Echo de Paris as the eternal 
enemy. What particularly rankled was Salisbury’s refusal to 
grant or even to discuss compensation. The Kaiser, wrote the 
French Ambassador in February, 1899, was disposed to a 
rapprochement. The Naval Attache at Berlin reported a 
conversation in which he expressed his pleasure at the reception 
of German ships in Algiers and Tunis, and added that a French 
ship would be very well received at a German port. “ His 
Majesty is happy to see French public opinion better appreciat¬ 
ing the real sentiments of Germany towards France, and he 
hopes that a real entente will soon be reached.” The Continent, 
he added, must unite in self-defence especially against the dic¬ 
tation of England and America. A few days after the outbreak 
of the South African war Biilow spoke to the French Am¬ 
bassador of the identity of their interests in different parts of the 
world. “ In Africa you see that our interests are absolutely the 
same. Except the little triangle in regard to which we reached 
an arrangement with England last year, there is no point where 
we could not agree.” Delcasse replied that Billow's opinion 
deserved to be examined in concert with Russia ; but I note 
that his conviction has never led the German Government to 
formulate any proposition.” When the French Ambassador 
asked the German Foreign Minister if he could explain how he 
conceived the reciprocal interests, he replied that he must have 
time to reflect. A few days after this curious remark, which 
would have been more relevant if the invitation to discussion 
had come from Paris, the Kaiser journeyed to England for the 
first time since the Kruger telegram, and Chamberlain, after 
conversations with Biilow, argued in his historic speech at 
Leicester for an alliance 01 entente with Germany and the 
United States. Neither Berlin nor Washington welcomed the 
approach, and Biilow, caring more for Russian than for 
British friendship, ignored Chamberlain’s advances and pro¬ 
claimed his favourite doctrine of the free hand. 

The Boer War was as heartily detested in France as in 
Germany, but Delcasse took a more detached view 7 of the con¬ 
flict than most of his countrymen. He had plans in his head 
which would require the friendship or at any rate the acquies¬ 
cence of England, and he had no intention of steering his 
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country into the German camp. The British reverses at the 
close of 1899 provoked schemes of European mediation, but 
they never had much substance. On February 28, 1900, 
Muravieff, the Russian Foreign Minister, visited Paris and 
informed Delcassd that the Russian Government wished to 
make the Wilhelmstrasse declare itself by asking whether it 
did not think the time has come for a joint dSmarc he in London 
in the interests of peace. Delcass6 accepted the idea on con¬ 
dition that the Russian Ambassador at Berlin spoke in the 
name of Russia and France ; and he added that, if representa¬ 
tions were to be made to England, it was indispensable to 
success that Germany should take the initiative. When the 
Russian Ambassador approached the German Government 
the Kaiser suggested that Russia should first inquire how a 
friendly intervention would be received in London, and added 
that, as it would be a long business, the intervening Powers 
should first guarantee each other’s European territories for a 
certain time. Even a temporary recognition of the Treaty of 
Frankfurt was unthinkable, and the plan of joint mediation 
fell to the ground. 

William II continued his advances, though a genuine rap¬ 
prochement was at all times beyond his grasp. Germany 
patronised the Exhibition of 1900. In April, 1901, the French 
Government accepted a pressing invitation to co-operate in 
the Bagdad railway, on condition that Russia was admitted to 
the enterprise ; but the consent of Russia, who regarded the 
railway as an economic and political danger, was withheld. 
The conception of a Continental bloc , consisting of Germany, 
Russia and France, continued to haunt the Kaiser’s restless 
brain, and the outbreak of the Japanese war found Berlin and 
Paris in the same pro-Russian camp. What more natural, he 
argued, than that France should enter a league which would 
guard Russia’s flank during the conflict, and defend Europe 
against the maritime and commercial domination of the Anglo- 
Saxons ? Thus the Treaty of Bjorkd, after being discussed in 
1904, was signed by the Kaiser and the Tsar in July, 1905. 
The invitation to France to join was never officially made, 
since the treaty involved the mutual guarantee of frontiers. 
Even had a guarantee formed no part of the agreement, she 
would have declined to share in an association directed against 
England, with whom she had by this time made up her quarrel. 
The European landscape was rapidly changing, for France was 
winning friends and Germany was losing them. 
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V 

The surrender of Fashoda led Delcasse to seek compensation 
in Morocco, and to gain from the friendship of England 
what he could not secure by thwarting her wifi. The detente 
began with King Edward's visit to Paris in the spring of 1903, 
and on April 8, 1904, the two countries sponged off the slate 
the main causes of friction. The attitude of official Germany 
towards the Anglo-French treaty was at first friendly. At 
Delcasse’s reception on March 23, 1904, Prince Radolin 
asked if he might put “ an indiscreet question." Was it true 
that an agreement had been or was about to be signed between 
France and England ? “ Neither one nor the other," replied 
the Foreign Secretary ; “ but we have been conversing for 
some time with the London Cabinet with a view to the friendly 
settlement of the questions which interest our two countries. 
An understanding has been recognized to be possible, and 
will probably be reached." “ Newfoundland is said to be in 
question ? " “ We have spoken of it." “ And Morocco ? " 
“ Also. But you know our point of view on that subject. 
We wish to maintain the political and territorial status quo ; 
but if it is to last it must be improved. We have had to 
reinforce and increase our troops at considerable expense. The 
Sultan has experienced the value of our aid. It must be con¬ 
tinued ; but it will be given in such a way that ever} 7 one will 
derive advantage, since security is essential for commerce. 
Needless to add, commercial liberty will be strictly respected." 
“ And Spain ? " “ We shall respect her interests and legitimate 
aspirations." Prince Radolin, added the Foreign Minister in 
recording the conversation, “ found my declarations very 
natural and perfectly reasonable." On April 18, ten days after 
the treaties were signed, Delcassd instructed the French Am¬ 
bassador to inform the Wilhelmstrasse that Lord Lansdowne 
and himself had been concerned exclusively with the interests 
of their countries, without detriment to those of any other 
Power. He did not think it necessary to present a copy of the 
treaty, since it was already known to all the world. 

Official comment in Germany was favourable. Germany, 
Biilow had remarked in January, 1903, to the French Am¬ 
bassador, had really no interests in Morocco, so insignificant 
were they at present. “ German commercial interests in 
Morocco are in no danger now," wrote the Norddeutscbe 
Allgemeine Zeitung, “ and greater stability would benefit us 
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all.” “ We have no cause to imagine that the Treaty has a 
point against any other Power,” declared the Chancellor in the 
Reichstag on April 12, 1904. “ It seems to be an attempt to 
remove a number of differences by peaceful methods. We 
have nothing, from the standpoint of German interests, to 
object to in that. As to Morocco, we are in essence only 
interested in the economic sphere. It is therefore of import¬ 
ance for us that tranquillity and order exist there. We have 
commercial interests, which we must and shall protect. We 
have, however, no ground to fear that they will be overlooked 
or infringed.” The Pan-Germans, grumbling that Germany 
had been humiliated, demanded the Atlantic coast, but the 
Kaiser informed King Edward at the Kiel regatta that Morocco 
had never interested him. 

Despite these reassuring words Germany felt that her 
interests had been contemptuously ignored. Morocco, wrote 
Holstein, was one of the few countries where German com¬ 
merce could compete on equal terms. Railway and other 
schemes were afoot, and the French system of virtual mono¬ 
poly would be fatal to its hopes. Even more disastrous w r ould 
be the loss of prestige if the Government looked on with 
folded arms tvhile national interests were given away. “ If 
w r e let ourselves be trampled on in Morocco, we invite similar 
treatment elsewhere.” With this reasoning Biilow r fully agreed. 
He had a good legal case and he w^as determined that it should 
prevail : the only question w r as the time and method of 
putting it forward. Visiting the Wilhelmstrasse on April 26 
to express satisfacdon at the Chancellor’s speech on April 12, 
the French Ambassador w r as struck by the glacial attitude of the 
Foreign Minister. “ More and more,” he telegraphed to 
Delcass£, “ I believe that Billow’s declarations dissemble his 
profound dissatisfaction.” He had guessed right. Action in 
Morocco, wrote the Chancellor to his Ambassador at Paris on 
July 21, involved far-reaching consequences and required 
careful thought. It was improbable that England would take 
her obligations of diplomatic support very seriously. France 
had paid England a good price and completely ignored Ger¬ 
many, wdiose commercial activities in Morocco had increased 
so rapidly that it was vital to prevent a monopoly. How ought 
they to proceed ? They could provoke an offer of compensa¬ 
tion by action in Morocco and by stiffening the Sultan’s back, 
replied Radolin, so long as England left them a free hand. 
Anglo-French opposition on the other hand could compel 
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them to retreat. The German Ambassador in London, after 
an interview with Lansdowne in August, reported that where 
treaty rights existed Germany could safely take a strong line ; 
but control of 3, harbour on the Atlantic would probably be 
opposed, and a political challenge to France would range 
England on her side. Metternich’s interpretations of British 
policy, though often ignored, were invariably correct. 

The Franco-Spanish declaration of October 3, which 
accompanied the secret Franco-Spanish treaty, provoked no 
official protest but aroused the same angry suspicion at Berlin 
as at Fez. It was in vain that Delcass6 explained that the new 
pact, in securing the adhesion of Madrid to the principle of 
commercial liberty, had strengthened the guarantees of inter¬ 
national commerce in Morocco. At the same time the victories 
of Japan over Russia were visibly sapping the power and 
prestige of the Dual Alliance. When Kuhlmann took over the 
Legation at Tangier as Chargd d 5 Affaires in October, 1904, the 
temperature fell rapidly. The grievances of the German 
Colonial Party, he declared, were receiving more attention 
in the highest quarters, and the Chancellor was being re¬ 
proached for not securing the commercial advantages obtained 
by England and Spain. Taillandicr, the French Minister, was 
uncertain how far these sentiments were those of the German 
Government, but they w r ere ominous enough as the first 
indication by a German diplomatist of a coming challenge to 
the ambitions of France. 

The despatch of a French envoy to Fez at the end of 1904 
with a comprehensive programme of reforms w’as the signal 
for a change of front at Berlin. On February 11, 1905, the 
French Charge at Tangier reported an ominous conversation 
with his German colleague. <c After the Anglo-French 
arrangement, 55 observed Kuhlmann, “ we supposed the French 
Government was waiting for the Franco-Spanish agreement 
before putting us in possession of the new situation ; but now 
that everything is settled we see that we have been systematic¬ 
ally kept aloof. The Chancellor tells me that the German 
Government was ignorant of all the agreements concerning 
Morocco, and does not acknowledge himself to be bound by 
them in any way. 55 Delcassd instructed the French Ambassa¬ 
dor at Berlin to complain of this language, and to remind the 
Government that he had answered Prince Radolin 5 s inquiries 
on March 23, 1904 ; that, except Russia, Germany alone w T as 
informed of the Anglo-French treaty before it was signed ; 
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that no request for explanations had been made ; and that 
Berlin had also been informed of the Franco-Spanish treaty 
before it was published in September, 1904. The Under¬ 
secretary, who received the complaint, replied that he knew 
nothing of Kiihlmann’s declarations, but added that Germany 
was not bound by the Anglo-French or Franco-Spanish agree¬ 
ments. 

After the despatch of the French mission to Fez, Holstein 
suggested that William II should visit Tangier. Biilow 
approved the plan, and the ruler reluctantly accepted their 
advice. The Norddeutsche Allgemeine Zeitung proclaimed that 
the French negotiations at Fez did not square with the avowed 
policy of maintaining the status quo in Morocco. ^ It is useless 
to attribute to the Tangier visit any selfish purposes against 
its integrity or independence,” declared the Chancellor in the 
Reichstag on March 29, 1905. “ No one who does not pursue 
an aggressive goal can find cause for apprehension. We have 
economic interests, and in Morocco, as in China, it is our 
interest to keep the open door.” Two days later the Kaiser 
landed at Tangier and addressed the German colony. “ The 
Empire has great and growing interests in Morocco. Com¬ 
merce can only progress if all the Powers are considered to 
have equal rights under the sovereignty of the Sultan and 
respect the independence of the country. My visit is the 
recognition of this independence.” The theme was developed 
in a speech to the representative of the Sultan. “ It is to the 
Sultan in his capacity of independent sovereign that I pay my 
visit to-day. I hope that under his sovereignty a free Morocco 
will remain open to the peaceful competition of all nations, 
without monopoly or annexation, on a basis of absolute 
equality.” France was not mentioned, but these words were 
intended for her ears. The W T ilhelmstrasse took advantage of 
the opportune collapse of Russia on the Manchurian battle¬ 
fields to menace her ally, but this was not the main ground for 
its action. A protest would have been made in any case. Since 
the French press had begun to speak of making Morocco a 
second Tunis, Germany was convinced that, if she did not call 
a halt, the country would be swallowed up before her eyes. 
She had now to think not only of her commerce but of her 
prestige. 

The charge against Delcass6 of slighting Germany by not 
officially communicating the treaty of April 8, 1904, to the 
German Government is trivial enough, but to a graver 
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indictment there is no reply. His fundamental error was in not 
purchasing Germany’s assent to French aims in Morocco. 
The good will of Italy had been bought by recognition of her 
claim to Tripoli, that of England by assent to her position 
in Egypt, that of Spain by the hypothetical reversion of the 
Mediterranean coast. It has been argued that since Germany 
was not a Mediterranean Power there was no obligation to 
consult her. Yet she possessed treaty rights under the Madrid 
Convention of 1880 and under a separate commercial pact with 
Fez ; her trade was rapidly increasing and her readiness to 
take offence was notorious. It was not only socialist critics 
like Jaures who pointed out the dangers of his policy. “ By 
incredible blindness,” wrote Rene Millet, an ex-Governor of 
Tunis, “ the Government took precautions with everybody 
except the only one of its neighbours whom it had serious 
cause to fear.” 

Despite the provocation to which it was a reply, the Tangier 
demonstration proved a blunder, for the limited obligation of 
diplomatic support involved in the Anglo-French treaty of 
1904 was transformed, in fact though not in name, into a 
general understanding. Germany was no less excited than 
France, and the Kaiser delivered a series of ominous speeches 
on the western frontier. “ I hope peace will not be broken,” 
he declared at Karlsruhe on April 27. “ I hope the events now 
in progress will keep the attention of our nation awake and 
strengthen its courage. I hope we shall find ourselves united 
if it becomes necessary to intervene in world politics.” Similar 
warnings were uttered elsewhere in the Rhineland. For the 
first time since 1891 the German sword began to rattle loudly 
in its scabbard. 

On April 11 Biilow, in a circular despatch, defined and 
defended his new policy. The Morocco treaty, he complained, 
was never communicated to the German Government. Yet 
Germany had not moved, since the treaty recognized the 
status quo, and he therefore assumed that France would 
consult the Powers if she aimed at changes limiting their rights. 
“ It was necessary to act when the Sultan asked us if France 
was in truth the mandatory of the Powers, when we learned 
of parts of the programme, and when great papers pointed to 
Tunis as a model.” A conference, he concluded, was the best 
solution, since Germany sought no privileges by separate 
agreement, and her interests were identical with those of other 
Powers. Meanwhile a German envoy had been despatched to 
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Fez. A few days after his arrival in the Moorish capital the 
Sultan rejected the French reform proposals, and invited the 
signatories of the Treaty of 1880 to a conference at Tangier. 

The invitation required an immediate reply, and Delcass£ 
urged that it should be declined. The Foreign Minister had 
reigned at the Quai d’Orsay for seven years, and had been 
allowed a free hand in foreign affairs while the Dreyfus case 
was being liquidated and while Waldeck-Rousseau and Combes 
were wrestling with the Church. The Tangier demonstration, 
however, had at last compelled Ministers to lift their eyes from 
domestic controversies, and Rouvier, the Premier, held very 
definite ideas as to Franco-German relations. A disciple of 
Gambetta and an expert in international finance, he had no 
mind to allow France to be dragged into a hopeless struggle 
over Morocco. Delcass6, it was clear, would have to resign. 
The air was thick with rumours of an ultimatum. At the 
decisive Cabinet, held on June 6, Delcassd argued that France 
could not go to a Conference without humiliation, that Ger¬ 
many was bluffing, and that he had just received the offer of an 
alliance from Great Britain. Rouvier, who took the German 
threats very seriously, replied that the Conference must be 
accepted. He was supported by all his colleagues, and the 
Foreign Minister, after warning them that their pusillanimity 
would encourage German insolence, withdrew and resigned. 
Rouvier’s decision was inevitable, for the Ministers of Defence 
testified that France was totally unprepared for war, and the 
British offer of armed support was a legend. It is an axiom of 
statesmanship that diplomacy should never outpace military 
preparations. 1 

On the fall of Delcasse Rouvier took over the Foreign 
Office, and explained to the German Government that he could 
only consent to a Conference if a preliminary understanding on 
reforms were reached. “ If our proposals are accepted, all 
the Powers will benefit. We think a Conference dangerous 
without previous agreement and useless with it. But we do not 
definitely decline.” It would indeed have been dangerous 
to do so, as the French Ambassador in Berlin suggested after 
an alarming conversation with the Chancellor. “ He was very 
courteous, but he explained the necessity not to let this 
question mauvaise , tres mauvaise , drag on, and not to linger on a 
road horde de prkipices et me me d'abimes . His insistence on an 

1 A detailed account of this dramatic Cabinet meeting by Chaumie, the Minister 
of Public Instmction, is printed in D.D.F., Deuxieme Scrie, VI, 601-4. 



42 FRANCO-GERMAN RELATIONS 1871-1914 

immediate decision struck me deeply and should influence 
your decision. He added, however, that, if France accepted 
the Conference, German diplomacy would adopt an attitude 
which would satisfy us.” 

In part owing to the tactful mediation of President Roosevelt, 
to whom the Kaiser had appealed, Rouvier and the German 
Ambassador exchanged a Declaration on July 8 defining the 
conditions on which France accepted the Conference, and 
formally declaring that Germany did not contest the Anglo- 
French agreement of 1904. A more detailed programme was 
drawn up on September 28. The Conference was to be held 
at Algeciras, and both the French and German envoys were to 
leave Fez. At the end of the year Rouvier informed the 
Chamber of the agreement, adding that he looked forward 
with confidence to the meeting. At the same moment the 
Chancellor in the Reichstag defined his Moroccan policy as the 
preservation of economic equality in an independent state. 
Germany, he added, had a legal right to be consulted in any 
change in Morocco. “ The charge that we desire to attack 
France or to compel her to side with us against England is 
nonsense. I take full responsibility for the journey to Tangier, 
which Bebel calls the journey of provocation, but which was 
useful in bringing to genera! knowledge the international 
character of the question. Cet animal est tres mkhant; quand 
on Vattaque il se defend The situation seemed a little easier, but 
even Rouvier was now full of apprehensions. The closer 
intimacy between Paris and London, dating from the Tangier 
demonstration, received a fresh extension in January 1906 
by the opening of authorized discussions between French and 
British military experts on the initiative of France, which, 
though they did not commit the Governments, pointed to the 
probability of co-operation in the event of a Franco-German 
war. 

Despite the preliminary agreements the Conference of 
Algeciras, which opened on January 16, 1906, u as a prolonged 
battle between France and Germany, who received support 
from Austria alone. Italy, bound to France by secret treaties, 
gave her ally no aid. The main struggle arose on the control 
of the police in the ports. After a rupture had seemed in sight 
Germany, against the advice of Holstein, who was willing to 
play for the highest vtakes, reluctantly accepted a Franco- 
Spanish mandate under a Swiss Inspector-General. On the 
other hand Biilow established his contention that Morocco 
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was the concern of ail the Powers and that Germany must 
not be ignored. Rouvier’s Cabinet had fallen while the 
Conference was in session ; but Bourgeois, who followed him 
at the Quai d’Orsay, declared to the Chamber that the special 
rights and interests of France had been preserved. The 
Chancellor expressed no less gratification. Germany, he 
explained, had not desired to go to war on account of Morocco, 
where she had no direct political interests and no political 
aspirations ; but to prevent her treaty rights being disposed of 
without her consent was a question of prestige. His country¬ 
men, however—and not the Pan-Germans alone—failed to 
share his apparent satisfaction. He had had a good hand, but 
he played it badly. He had recalled France from her absorption 
in domestic controversy to the unchanging realities of the 
Franco-German quarrel, and had revived French patriotic 
sentiment. The most enduring result of the crisis was to 
tighten the bonds between England and France, to break down 
the barriers which separated England and Russia, and thereby 
to prepare the ground for the Triple Entente. Though Del- 
casse had gone and Bulow became a Prince, the balance of 
power was tilted against Berlin. 

VI 

It became the fashion after the first Morocco crisis to speak 
of la nouvelle France , and there can be no doubt that the nation 
emerged from the ordeal with a heightened self-confidence. 
“ Tangier,” wrote the Abbe Ernest Dimnet in France Herself 
Again, “ was a flash of lightning, after which the clouds lifted. 
What has been called the regeneration or even the resurrection 
of France dated from that shock. Garrison towns like Toul, 
Luneville, Verdun, and the lonely forts in their vicinity, the 
very names of which used to sound disagreeably in the ears of 
the recruits, became in great demand. The yearly manoeuvres, 
which reservists had formerly been glad to shirk, were ac¬ 
cepted as treats.” The moral support of Great Britain through¬ 
out the crisis strengthened the position of France as a Great 
Power. “ Henceforth,” testifies Poincare, “ we remained at 
least as closely united with her as with Russia. For several 
years the two Governments consulted one another day by day 
and hour by hour.” There was not a Premier or a Foreign 
Minister in the years immediately following the fall of Delcass6 
who thirsted for adventure, yet there were elements in France 
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to which the watchful waiting of official circles was pain and 
humiliation. The Nationalists damaged their cause at the 
time of the Dreyfus controversy by joining the enemies of the 
Republican regime, arid in 1900 Deroul&de was sentenced to 
ten years banishment. He was allowed to return in the autumn 
of 1905, and the Ligue des Patriotes henceforth confined its 
energies to keeping alive the ideals of the revanche . 

Militant Nationalism received a powerful impetus from 
Charles Maurras, an original member of the Action Franfaise 
founded in 1898 and its guiding spirit for the rest of his life. 
At first the only prominent Royalist in the movement, he 
quickly transformed it into a spear-head of the new Royalism 
which he defined in the most famous of his books, UEnquete 
sur la Monarchic . His domestic programme, which included the 
overthrow of Parliamentary Government by a coup d y itat, the 
establishment of a strong executive in the hands of a King, 
provincial decentralization, and a campaign against Jews, 
Protestants and Freemasons, was reinforced by a foaming 
chauvinism. The Third Republic, he complained in his scath¬ 
ing work Kiel et Tangier , was as flabby in foreign policy as it 
was weak and divided at home. The revanche was preached in 
strident tones in the columns of U Action franfaise founded in 
1908 and sold in the streets by the younger members of the 
party who called themselves Camelots du Roi. Leon Daudet, a 
master of invective, joined Maurras in 1904, and Jacques 
Bainville, though not a royalist, linked the movement to the 
wider world of bellicose nationalism. The Royalist cause 
made little progress, but the Action Franfaise movement ranks 
among the influences which braced the French people for the 
struggle of 1914. 1 

The poignant emotions of 1871 were revived by two famous 
French authors. The immense popularity of Ren6 Bazin's 
novel, Les Oherll , published in 1901 and subsequently drama¬ 
tized, revealed the undying interest in the fate of the lost 
provinces. The tragic cleavage of conviction is mirrored in 
the fortunes of a single family living under the same roof. 
The grandfather, paralysed and speechless, but with the fires 
still burning hot within him, broods grimly over the scene 
like a figure in a Greek play. The son, to whom the family 
business has been transferred, is guided exclusively by his 
interests and has made his peace with the new regime. His 

1 The best account of the Action Franfaise movement is by R. E. Balfour, 
Cambridge Historical Journal, III, 182-205.. 



FRANCO-GERMAN RELATIONS. 1871-1914 45 

daughter follows him willingly and his wife unwillingly; 
but his son, Jean Oberfe, the hero of the tale, though he has 
been educated in Berlin and Munich and has never set foot in 
France, discovers on reaching manhood that, though he feels 
no hatred for Germans, his heart is French. He returns home 
to find the atmosphere poisoned by the feud. His desire to 
marry into a family of French sympathies is shipwrecked on 
the refusal of the parents to accept the son of a man who, in 
their belief, has been disloyal to France. After a few weeks of 
torment in his distracted home, where scenes are frequent and 
conversation impossible, Jean resolves to make his career in 
the fair country which he has never seen. The story ends with 
his desertion from Strassburg on the second day of his military 
service and a bold dash for the frontier, which he crosses with 
a bullet in his shoulder. His flight breaks off the engagement 
of his sister to a German officer, who declines to marry into 
the family of a deserter. Less tragic in character but no less 
popular were the novels in which Maurice Barr&s, a Lorrainer 
and an ex-Boulangist, depicts the cruel conflict of hearts and 
minds. Am Service de VAilemagne describes the experience of 
Paul Ehrmann, a medical student at Strassburg, who, though 
French at heart, believes it his duty to remain in Alsace and 
hopes during his military service to make his comrades feel 
the moral superiority of France. Colette Baudoche portrays a girl 
in Metz who is asked in marriage, and asked in vain, by a 
German soldier whom she would gladly accept but for the 
impalpable barrier. The German cause could boast of no 
champions to counterwork the emotional appeal of Bazin 
and Barr&s. 

In the lost provinces time had wrought certain changes, but 
none of a fundamental character. The so-called Dictatorship 
clause giving the Statthalter power to suspend constitutional 
rights and forbid publications was abolished in 1905. It had 
been rarely used but its removal encouraged the irreconcilable 
antagonists of the Reich, and athletic societies enlisted the 
Francophil enthusiasm of the young. The rapid development 
of industry increased the ties of material interest with Germany, 
while the growth of socialism in the towns introduced a new 
line of cleavage. Moreover the breach between the French 
Republic and the Vatican diminished the desire of Catholics 
to escape from the German frying-pan into the anti-clerical 
fire. The old electoral struggle between the Autonomists and 
the Protestataires was in a large measure replaced by the rivalry 
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of Social Democracy and the Centrum. In 1911 the situation 
was superficially eased by the granting of the status of a federal 
unit, with manhood suffrage for the Lower Chamber ; but no 
concessions made any real difference in local sentiment or 
Franco-German relations. The Zabern incident, provoked by 
an insulting word of a young Lieutenant, who also struck a 
lame shoemaker with his sword, showed that the atmosphere 
was .electric and that Germany was still in the grip of the 
military machine. Bethmann confesses regretfully in his 
apologia that the Reichsland was regarded primarily as a mili¬ 
tary glacis . Forty years of German rule had brought material 
prosperity, but neither liberty nor contentment. The pictures 
of Zislin and “ Hansi ” were received with delight, and the 
unchanging demands of the intransigents were voiced by 
Abbe Wetterle in the Reichstag. Where France had suc¬ 
ceeded in winning and keeping the sympathies of the inhabi¬ 
tants, Germany conspicuously failed. 

A further obstacle to Franco-German reconciliation was the 
Foreign Legion, in which men of different races who had made 
shipwreck of their lives sought oblivion or rehabilitation. To 
the new’ Germany, bursting with pride in her unity and 
strength, it was maddening that any of her sons should choose 
to enter the service of France, even under the pitiless African 
sun; and it was universally believed that some of the rene¬ 
gades were seduced by French propaganda. The number of 
Germans serving at any moment was small, but its mere 
existence was a perpetual irritant. It was a favourite theme of 
Pan-German agitators, and a special League of Defence 
against the Foreign Legion was founded at Munich. 

VII 

France did not allow the Act of Algeciras to thwart her far- 
reaching designs in Morocco. In 1907, in consequence of 
local disturbances, she occupied Ujda on the Algerian frontier 
and Casablanca on the Atlantic coast. From 1906 to 1909, 
however, the rudder was in the hands of Clemenceau, whose 
dislike for colonial adventures was undiminished. In January, 
1908, Jules Gambon, the Ambassador at Berlin, reported that 
the German Foreign Minister desired to discuss an economic 
understanding. In March the latter informed the Reichstag 
that Franco-German relations were normal and even friendly, 
and that Germany fully recognized the loyalty of France to the 
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Act of Algeciras. These advances, however, were rudely 
interrupted by an incident which, like the Schnaebele crisis 
twenty years earlier, for some weeks threatened the peace of the 
world. Some German residents in Casablanca, aided by their 
Consul, had established an agency for organizing desertions 
from the Foreign Legion, and in September, 1908, it persuaded 
two Germans, a German naturalized as a French citizen, a 
Russian, a Swiss and an Austrian to desert. The Consul pro¬ 
vided them with civilian clothijig, hid them for some days, and 
resolved to embark them in a German steamer lying off the 
port. Early in the morning of September 25 they were 
accompanied to the harbour by a member of the Consulate, 
but their boat capsized and they were forced to return. The 
Commandant of the harbour noticed them and gave orders for 
their arrest. A brief struggle ensued, and the German Consul 
vainly demanded the liberation of the three Germans. 

Baron von der Lancken, Secretary to the German Embassy, 
appeared at the Quai d’Orsay and demanded “ prompt and 
complete satisfaction.” Pichon, the Foreign Minister, replied 
by demanding that the German Consul should be disavowed 
and censured. Neither side wished to fight, but the tempera¬ 
ture rose rapidly. After a fortnight Germany proposed arbi¬ 
tration, which Pichon accepted. The Wilhelmstrasse, however, 
demanded the punishment of the port authorities at Casa¬ 
blanca and the release of the three German deserters, after 
which the German Consul would be punished. When Pichon 
rejoined that the matter was now referred to arbitration, the 
Ambassador again demanded the immediate liberation of the 
three Germans who had been injured in the scrimmage, and 
the Chancellor threatened to break off diplomatic relations. 
Pichon stood firm, and replied that he must await the arbitral 
award. The Chancellor now asked for an apology for the 
arrest of the deserters before the arbitration began. At this 
critical moment encouragements to stand fast arrived from 
London and St. Petersburg, and Francis Joseph persuaded the 
Kaiser to settle the question amicably, since the Bosnian crisis 
had begun. The storm subsided as suddenly as it ha 4 arisen. 
A declaration was signed by the two Governments regretting 
the events at Casablanca and referring questions of fact as well 
as of law to arbitration. The verdict of the Hague Tribunal, 
given some months later, censured “ the grave and manifest 
fault ” of the German Consulate in aiding the escape of the 
non-German legionaries, and added that the French authorities 
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had acted correctly, except that needless violence had been 
displayed in the arrest of the deserters. 

Though the two nations had once again looked war in the 
face, the discussion of an economic partnership in Morocco 
was quickly resumed. By the agreement of February 8, 1909, 
Germany recognized the special political interests of France 
and promised not to oppose them, while France undertook 
not to thwart German commercial and industrial interests. 
Both were to “ seek to associate their nationals in the business 
which they may be able to secure.” On the same day letters 
were exchanged between Jules Cambon and Schoen, the 
Foreign Minister, declaring that the political desir ,s ressemerit 
of Germany did not affect the positions already held by her 
nationals, but implying that they would not compete for posts 
in the public services of a political character, and that when 
their interests were associated it would be recognized that those 
of France were the most important. The agreement appeared 
to embody a profound modification of Franco-German rela¬ 
tions. Pichon declared that it removed all causes of conflict in 
Morocco. Prince Radolin, the German Ambassador, observed 
that a lasting entente had been secured, and the Chancellor 
explained to the Reichstag that it assured France her legitimate 
political influence without allowing her to appropriate the 
country. 

The pact of 1909 which raised such high hopes was fated 
to be an apple of discord, for the good-will of the Governments 
was paralysed by the rivalry of the business men. The spoils 
to be divided consisted of mines, public works and railways, 
and in all three so many difficulties arose that at the opening 
of 1911 no progress had been made. The question of railways 
was complicated by the French claim to exclude strategic lines 
from the condominium; but an agreement was within sight 
when in March, 1911, a change of Ministry removed Pichon, 
the author of the pact, from the Quai d’Orsay. His place was 
taken by the inexperienced Cruppi, who was persuaded to re¬ 
open the question. “ It would be very inconvenient if we do 
not sign,” telegraphed Jules Cambon from Berlin; “ if we 
make Germany think that we want to circumvent the Conven¬ 
tion of 1909, it would create many difficulties.” Despite this 
sensible advice Cruppi refused to sign without further reflec¬ 
tion. The unfavourable impression created at Berlin was 
deepened by the simultaneous refusal of the French Govern¬ 
ment to sanction a consortium arranged between French capital- 
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ists in the French Congo and German capitalists in the 
Cameroons. 

The decision of the Monis Cabinet to reconsider the railway 
agreement synchronized with rumours of a forward policy in 
Morocco, where civil war, tribal revolts and an empty ex¬ 
chequer had reduced the country to anarchy. Every one knew 
that the Sultan was incapable of keeping order. On March 13, 
1911, Kiderlen-Wachter, who succeeded Schoen as Foreign 
Minister in 1910, uttered a warning to Jules Cambon. “ Ger¬ 
man opinion might be excited, and it would be wise if Germany 
were informed in good time. By small successive operations 
France might be led on to an even more extended operation, 
which would end by annulling the Act of Algeciras.” The 
Ambassador replied that French plans were not fixed, but that 
the Act of Algeciras would be respected. On April 4 he 
intimated that France would probably be forced to occupy 
Rabat, and Kiderlen replied that he was apprehensive of the 
effect of the news on German opinion. On April 19 Cruppi 
informed Berlin that in view of the danger to Europeans 
France had responded to the Sultan’s appeal for aid by organiz¬ 
ing a force for the relief of Fez, which was surrounded by 
rebels, and that a French column would be available if required 
to succour the capital. Bethmann now added his warnings to 
those of Kiderlen. Germany, he declared, had no reason to 
believe that the Europeans in Fez were in danger, though 
foreign military operations might provoke it. “ You know 
German opinion on Morocco, and I must take it into account. 
If you go to Fez, you will stay there, and then the whole 
Moroccan question will be raised, which I wish at all costs to, 
avoid. I do not say No, because I cannot assume responsibility 
for your compatriots, but I cannot encourage you. I can only 
counsel prudence.” “ The Chancellor,” reported Jules 
Cambon, “ does not seek adventures in Morocco and only 
wishes to maintain Germany’s economic interests ; not so the 
Pan-Germans. We must try to solve the problem without 
putting ourselves too much forward. I deplore the articles in 
our press on the Tunisification of Morocco, which are brought 
up against our official declarations.” 

William II was always a moderate in regard to Morocco. 
He had shrunk from wa* in 1905-6, and in 1911 he was much 
less disturbed by French schemes than his advisers. “ It will 
suit us quite well,” he telegraphed from Corfu, “ if the French 
get tied up in Morocco with troops and money, and I think it 
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is not in our interests to prevent it. If they break the Algeciras 
Act we can first leave it to the other Powers, above all Spain, 
to protest.” If the public demanded the despatch of warships 
the Chancellor was to damp down the cry. These phrases 
might have been used by Bismarck. The ruler’s influence 
in the shaping of foreign policy, however, was at all times 
limited, and on this occasion events moved so quickly that his 
cautious counsels fell on deaf ears. At the end of April Jules 
Cambon told Kiderlen that bad news had arrived from Fez, 
and that France must take measures to rescue French and other 
European residents. This was no breach of the Algeciras 
Act, he argued. There was no intention of occupying the 
capital or infringing the sovereignty of the Sultan. Kiderlen 
rejoined that he had full confidence in the sincerity of the 
French Government, but events sometipies produced unin¬ 
tended results. If French troops remained in Fez, so that the 
Sultan only ruled with the aid 6 f French bayonets, Germany 
would regard the Act as finished and would resume complete 
liberty of action. He followed up his warning to France 
with a memorandum which secured the Kaiser’s assent. 
“ The occupation of Fez would prepare the way for the 
swallowing of Morocco by France. We should obtain nothing 
by protests, and should suffer a moral defeat which it would 
be hard to bear. ... If they establish themselves in Fez out 
of anxiety for their nationals, we too have a right to defend our 
own. We have large German firms in Mogador and Agadir. 
German ships could go to these ports for the protection of 
these firms.” Here was the new course—to take pledges and 
await a French offer. The German press began to peg out 
counter-claims, and even the Berliner Tageblatt clamoured for 
a port at Agadir. On May 1 the Norddeutsche uAllgemeine 
Zeitung announced that a violation of the Act of Algeciras, 
voluntary or otherwise, would restore to all its signatories 
their liberty of action. 

Despite these reiterated warnings a French force entered 
Fez on May 21 and rescued the Sultan from danger. The 
German view that a new situation had been created was 
shared by Spain, who proceeded to occupy the northern zone 
assigned to her by the secret treaty of 1904. Cruppi vainly 
attempted to reopen the railway negotiations at Berlin, and on 
June 11 Jules Cambon administered some soothing syrup. 
France, he declared, had no desire to infringe the Algeciras 
Act, and she intended to recall her troops from the capital as 
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soon as possible. “ I am still very anxious about Morocco,” 
rejoined the Chancellor. “ German opinion is on the alert. 
French influence is growing, whether she wishes it or not. If 
you leave Fez, you will be compelled to return within a year. 
In Germany people will say that German interests are being 
neglected, and I see the possibility of extremely grave diffi¬ 
culties.” “ Possibly,” replied the Ambassador, “ but nobody 
can prevent Morocco falling one day under our influence. 
Why should we not discuss all outstanding matters except 
Alsace-Lorraine ? We could try to give German opinion satis¬ 
factions which would allow it to watch our influence in 
Morocco develop without disquiet.” “ I will think it over,” 
rejoined the Chancellor ; “ but go and see Kiderlen at Kissin- 
gen.” Jules Cambon took his advice. 

On June 22 some plain speaking took place. The situation, 
began the Foreign Secretary, had been completely transformed, 
with forces under French officers throughout the country and a 
Sultan at the orders of France. “ Have you forgotten the 
compact of 1909,” retorted the Ambassador, “ which recognizes 
French political influence ? ” “ Influence is not Protectorate,” 
rejoined Kiderlen, “ and you are on the road to organize a 
veritable Protectorate.” Cambon observed that it was not easy 
in dealing with a barbarous country to fix how far influence 
could go, and proposed a general discussion like that between 
France and England in 1903. “ I agree,” was the reply; “ if we 
confine ourselves to Morocco we shall not succeed. It is 
useless to plaster over a tottering structure.” The Ambassador 
explained that French opinion would not allow Germany any 
part of Morocco, but “ one could look elsewhere.” “ Yes,” 
replied Kiderlen, “ but you must tell us what you want. Bring 
us back something from Paris.” Cambon travelled straight 
home, where he reported the conversation to Cruppi. The 
same evening the Monis Cabinet fell. 

Till this moment the policy of Germany had been irre¬ 
proachable. She possessed treaty rights and commercial 
interests in Morocco. Warnings conveyed in courteous terms 
had produced no effect. Kiderlen, like Holstein before him, 
was prepared to take risks. As long ago as April “ the Swabian 
Bismarck,” as his admirers called him, told his friend Weiz- 
sacker, the Premier of Wiirttemberg, that he was meditating 
the occupation of Agadir. The action of Spain indicated that 
the hour had struck. A Foreign Office memorandum drafted 
on May 30 argued that north Morocco would soon be French, 
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that military domination would involye commercial privilege, 
and that French public opinion would veto a serious offer. A 
Sultan who could only rule with foreign help was not the 
sovereign ruler envisaged by the Algeciras Act. Germany 
should resume full liberty of action, and follow up her declara¬ 
tion by sending cruisers to Mogador and Agadir. France 
would then offer compensation, and no storm was likely to 
arise. If she took it quietly, England would not make diffi¬ 
culties, and she might be told that Germany was ready for a 
deal if compensation in the French Congo were offered. The 
Chancellor accepted the plan, the Kaiser’s assent was secured, 
and the Panther was ordered to Agadir. 

Before the French Cabinet had time to consider Cambon’s 
report on the Kissingen conversations the German Ambassador 
informed the Quai d’Orsay on July 1 that a gunboat had been 
sent to Agadir to defend German nationals and interests in 
that region. The Panther's spring, like the Tangier speech, 
ruined a sound legal case. Both countries, curiously enough, 
had repeated their mistakes of 1905. France pushed forward 
in Morocco without buying off German hostility, and Germany 
replied by banging her fist on the table. On July 9 Jules 
Cambon and Kiderlen began the conversations which were to 
continue for four months. Germany, it was understood, would 
give France a free hand in Morocco in return for compensation 
in the Congo. When, however, the Foreign Minister sug¬ 
gested the cession of the French Congo, the French Govern¬ 
ment was alarmed, and Mr. Lloyd George intervened with the 
strident Mansion House threat. Kiderlen modified his 
demands, but he continued to ask more than France would 
consent to give. He had no desire for war, but he was not in 
the least afraid of playing with fire. “ He who announces in 
advance that he will not fight can achieve nothing in politics,” 
he remarked,* and he had a stronger will than either the Kaiser 
or Bethmann. Early in September a financial panic on the 
Berlin Bourse revealed the acute tension. Despite Germany’s 
superior military strength the Morocco-Congo treaties signed 
on November 4 were a triumph for France, who rounded off 
her African Empire at the price of an unhealthy slice of the 
tropics. The French case had been conducted by Caillaux 
and Jules Cambon with conspicuous firmness and skill The 
German Colonial Minister, who had been overruled, resigned 
in disgust. The Chancellor’s statements that the Panther was 
not sent to acquire territory and that South Morocco was not a 
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desirable possession for Germany were greeted with derisive 
laughter in the Reichstag. Kiderlen’s threats of war and the 
outbursts in the Pan-German press added to the store of ill-will 
that had been accumulating in France for forty years. In 
Germany, on the other hand, the wrath of the people was 
directed far more against Great Britain for what was considered 
her needless intervention than against France for the stubborn 
defence of her acknowledged interests. 

vm 

The Agadir crisis was followed in England by a slight Anglo- 
German rapprochement, inaugurated by Haldane’s mission to 
Berlin, and in France by the accession to power of Poincar6 
with a strong team. The personality of the new Premier made 
a deep impression on Iswolsky, the Russian Ambassador, 
whose despatches vividly portray the revival of self-confidence 
in governing circles in France. During the twelve months of 
his premiership the bonds between the members of the Triple 
Entente were further tightened in view of the European war 
which few experienced statesmen expected to avoid. A 
Franco-Russian Naval Convention was signed, the French 
fleet was transferred to the Mediterranean in friendly agree¬ 
ment with England, and the Grey-Cambon letters defined the 
relations between London and Paris. When an agent of the 
German Foreign Office visited Paris in March, 1912, with the 
offer of “ wide autonomy in Alsace-Lorraine ” in his pocket, 
he found no response in the official world. “ The German 
Government,” commented Poincare, “ seems to pursue with 
unwearying persistence a rapprochement which only a com¬ 
plete repudiation of the past w r ould render possible. To listen 
to such propositions would be to quarrel with England and 
Russia and to lose the benefit of the policy which France has 
pursued for years. We should only obtain illusory satisfactions 
for Alsace, and we should find ourselves next day isolated.” 
Bethmann declares in his Memoirs that after the coming of 
Poincare to power the French Ambassador in Berlin was a 
different man. He remained as courteous as ever, but the 
improvement of relations was no longer the theme of his 
conversation. The polite telegrams to the Kaiser which 
Poincare quotes as evidence of the correctness of his attitude did 
not disguise the fact that the tw T o nations had at no time since 
1871 been further apart; and France no longer stood alone. 
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The Balkan wars of 1912-1913 once more led Europe to 
the brink of the abyss. Though neither French nor German 
interests were directly involved, their respective allies were 
ready to fly at each other’s throats, and the ten months of con¬ 
flict left a gnawing malaise . The German army, already slightly 
augmented in 1912 in consequence of the Morocco crisis, 
received in 1913 an increase of 170,000 men, the largest ever 
known ; while a capital levy of fifty millions was imposed to 
bring fortifications and artillery up to date. In introducing the 
Army Bill the Chancellor justified his demands by the dis¬ 
placement of power resulting from the Balkan wars, pointed 
to the growing menace of Pan-Slavism and French chauvinism, 
and spoke ominously of a conflict between the Teuton and the 
Slav. The Bill passed without opposition, for Germany was 
convinced that her safety could only be guaranteed by the 
strength of her right arm. Austria was weakened by racial 
dissension, Italy an uncertain ally, Turkey defeated, Roumania 
drifting towards St. Petersburg, while the enmity of France 
was unchanged, rhe hostility of Russia increasing, and the 
loyalty of Great Britain to her new friends beyond reproach. 

If Germany was aware of her peril, she was also arrogantly 
conscious of her strength. Russia, it was widely believed, was 
rotten to the core, France decadent, England occupied with 
sport. In the middle of the ’nineties Bebei described his 
fellow-countrymen as still drunk with victory. Public opinion 
had grown ever more restless and excitable, and loudly insisted 
on Germany having her place in the sun. The centenary of 
1813 raised the national temperature, though the Festspiel of 
Gerhart Hauptmann disappointed the more fiery patriots. 
“ The Kaiser is profoundly pacific,” wrote the Belgian 
Minister from Berlin on March 8, 19x3, <c but the spirit of the 
governing classes is very different.” Though the Social 
Democrats emerged from the elections of 1912 the most 
powerful party in the Reichstag, the ferment among the middle 
and upper classes struck all observers. Otfried Nippold, 
returning after several years in the Far East, was shocked by 
the change, and in his German Chauvinism , published in 1913, 
courageously held the mirror up to his fellow-countrymen. 
Bernhardi’s Germany and the Next War proclaimed, like 
Treitschke during the Bismarckian era, that war was part of 
the divine order. The Pan-German League, small in numbers 
but skilful in propaganda and insatiable in its demands, had 
been reinforced by the Deutscher Wehrverein, founded in 1912 
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by General Keim, who declared that a war was inevitable. 
The unwearying activities of Tirpitzand the Navy League 
found an eager response. “ There is a smell of blood in the 
air,” echoed General Liebert. The political Generals had 
become a national peril, but some of the journalists and pro¬ 
fessors were nearly as bad. 1 The peace-loving Bethmann 
regretfully confesses that Germany got on the nerves of the 
world. 

The European situation was reviewed at this moment in 
calm but grave tones in Prince Billow’s Imperial Germany . 
“ The resentment against Germany might well be called the 
soul of French policy. The other international questions 
are more of a material nature and only concern the body. Jt 
is a peculiarity of the French nation that they place spiritual 
above material needs. The intransigence of France is a fact that 
we must reckon with in our political calculations. It seems to 
me weakness to entertain the hope of a real and sincere recon¬ 
ciliation with France so long as we have no intention of giving 
up Alsace-Lorraine, and there is no such intention in Germany. 
So long as France thinks she perceives a possibility of winning 
back the provinces, either by her own unaided efforts or with 
the help of others, she will consider the existing arrangement 
provisional and not final. The aim of French policy for many 
years to come will be to create the necessary conditions, which 
are lacking to-day, for a settlement with Germany with good 
prospect of success. It is a proof of a lively sense of honour if a 
nation suffers so keenly from a simple injury to its pride that 
the desire for retribution becomes the ruling passion of the 
people.” 

Friends and observers began to detect a change in the 
Kaiser himself. “ He spoke with a note which was new to me,” 
reported Bishop Boyd Carpenter after a visit to Berlin in June, 
1913 ; “I felt that he was under the influence of a great fear.” 
“ From the beginning of 1913,” testifies Bethmann, “ he spoke 
to me of the coalition which was forming against us and would 
fall upon us.” His anxiety was revealed to King Albert at 
Potsdam in November, 1913. “ Enmity against us is increas¬ 
ing,” wrote the French Ambassador after the Belgian visit, 
“ and the Emperor has ceased to be the friend of peace. 
His personal influence has been exerted on many critical 
occasions, but he has come to think that war with France is 
inevitable. As he advances in years, the reactionary tendencies 

1 Sec Vergnet, La Frame en danger, 1913. 
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of the Court, and especially the impatience of the soldiers, 
obtain a greater hold over his mind. Perhaps he feels some 
slight jealousy of the popularity of his son, who flatters the 
passions of the Pan-Germans. The Emperor and his Chief of 
the Staff majrhave wished to induce the King of the Belgians 
not to make any opposition in the event of a conflict between 
us. Whatever the object of the conversation, the revelation is 
one of extreme gravity. We must keep our powder dry.” 
In the following months Baron Beyens, the Belgian Minister, 
noticed that William II was becoming less friendly to French 
visitors. “ I have often held out my hand to France,” he 
remarked at a Court ball in February, 1914, “ and she has 
replied with kicks. They had better take care at Paris, for I 
shall not always be here.” Colonel House, visiting Berlin in 
May, 1914, with a view to an Anglo-German-American 
Entente, was appalled by the militarism which surrounded the 
ruler. “ The whole of Germany is charged with electricity,” 
he reported. “ Everybody’s nerves are tense. It only 
needs a spark to set the whole thing off.” Meanwhile a new 
series of unfortunate incidents fanned the flame. When a 
Zeppelin descended at Luneville, Frenchmen believed that it 
had come to spy ; and when some commercial travellers were 
molested at Nancy there was an outburst in the Reichstag, 
only partially appeased by the dismissal of the Prefect. Though 
the desire for war with France or anybody else was confined to 
a small section of the German population, which did not 
include the Kaiser, the Chancellor or the Foreign Secretary, 
there was no instinctive shrinking from a conflict and very 
little anxiety as to its result. Since Moltke’s victories the 
invincibility of German arms had been an article of faith. 

The atmosphere in France, though less neurotically excited, 
contained explosive elements. “ The British attitude in 1911,” 
reported the Belgian Minister at Paris in October, 1912, 
“ caused a revulsion of feeling. To say that the French nation 
has become bellicose would be going too far. The agricul¬ 
turist, the bourgeois, the merchant, the industrialist know 
what a conflagration would cost them ; yet the country is 
confident of success. We must count with the turbulent 
youth and the military. The men at the head of affairs are 
sincerely pacific, but their action is excessive. It is good to 
restore to a nation its dignity but dangerous to foster its 
chauvinism. They began by military parades and marching 
through Paris. The visit of the Grand Duke Nicholas excited 
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national sentiment. Millerand, the Minister of War, accom¬ 
panied him to the frontier, whence the Grand Duchess saluted 
the lost provinces, and the visit concluded with a review at 
Nancy which became a demonstration against the Treaty of 
Frankfurt. Opinion forced the hand of Napoleon in 1870, 
and could again confront the Governments with a situation 
leaving no issue but war.” The most chauvinist tirades in the 
theatres and the cafi chantants y added the same witness in May, 
1913, aroused frenzied applause. Benckendorff, the Russian 
Ambassador in London, reported his impression that of all 
the Powers represented in the Ambassadors’ Conference during 
the Balkan conflict France was the one who would see war 
with the least regret. The election of Poincare as President of 
the Republic in January, 1913, proclaimed and increased the 
new spirit of confidence. He remarked to the German 
Ambassador that the people were pacific, but would not 
tolerate a second Agadir. Delcasse was sent as Ambassador to 
St. Petersburg to hasten the military measures agreed by the 
General Staffs. The increase of the German army compelled 
France to restore the three years’ service which had been dis¬ 
carded in 1905 ; and though the law was strenuously fought 
by the Socialists and the Caillaux Radicals, France, like Ger¬ 
many, was ready for sacrifices. 

The atmosphere of Paris during the last years of peace is 
reflected in the thoughtful Memoirs of Schoen, who suc¬ 
ceeded Radolin at the Rue de Lille in 1910. The phrase 
“ friendly and neighbourly relations ” was used for the first 
time on his presentation to President Failures, and the new 
Ambassador did his utmost to reali2e the ideal he had ex¬ 
pressed ; but, like other peacemakers, he found the path 
blocked by the impalpable barrier. “ In spite of the lapse of 
forty years, in spite of the country having achieved renewed 
prosperity, in spite of the acquisition of colonial possessions, 
in spite of having long since recovered the position of a Great 
Power, the w r ound of 1871 would not heal. The majority of 
the people were naturally less fiercely patriotic as time went on, 
but an active minority kept up the smouldering fire with a 
view to its bursting into flames at the given moment. When I 
suggested to M. Barthou, the Premier, that it was a great pity 
to exhaust ourselves on armaments and strife, he replied. 
Render-nous l 'Alsace-Lorraine, alors nous serons les meilkurs amis 
de la terre .” How could he say anything else? In his lectures 
on the origins of the war Poincar6 declares that France would 
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never have taken the initiative in a war of liberation, and that 
no French Minister ever pronounced the word revanche; 
but he adds that they one and all declined to forget the two 
provinces and to be guilty of a cowardly betrayal. The watch¬ 
word of successive governments was : Neither war nor 
renunciation 1 

The heads of the French army were no longer mortally 
afraid of their formidable neighbours. In a series of widely- 
read works, La France victorieuse dans la Guerre de Demain , 
UOffensive contre V Allemagne, and U Allemagne en Peril y Colonel 
Boucher, ex-Chief of the Department of Military Operations 
of the General Staff, exhorted his countrymen to sleep quiet 
in their beds. France, it was true, was outstripped in popula¬ 
tion, and was weakened by pacifism and ministerial instability. 
“ So Germany thinks she could defeat us, and treats us like a 
conquered country. But she is mistaken. This book proves 
that if we are attacked we are certain of victory. If war broke 
out to-morrow, we should certainly be supported by our two 
allies, Russia and England. We are sure of resisting till Russia 
invades Germany, and then we shall take the offensive and 
recover Alsace-Lorraine.” Another officer worked out the 
partition of Germany after the coming war. During the two 
last years of peace the German Military Attache in Paris sent 
home a stream of reports on the visible improvement of the 
French army. 

In a remarkable volume, entitled Faites un Rot, sinon faites 
la Paix, published in 1913, Marcel Sembat, a distinguished 
Socialist Deputy of the school of Jaures, implored his country¬ 
men to reflect and to choose. The system of alliances, he 
argued, was leading Europe towards war. The question of 
Alsace-Lorraine dominated the life and fortunes of France. 
It was necessary to decide between those who reluctantly 
acquiesced in the status quo and those who aspired to over¬ 
throw it at the first favourable opportunity. If the latter aim 
were adopted as the official policy, it was essential to restore the 
Monarchy and to concentrate every ounce of material and 
spiritual energy on preparing for the inevitable conflict. If, 
on the other hand, as the author desired, France was prepared 
to accept the verdict of Sedan, the quarrel should be brought 
to an end, all the more since, in his opinion, the population of 
the Rhine provinces dreaded nothing so much as war and 
wished for autonomy within the German Empire. 

Frenchmen rejected both the proffered alternatives of 
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monarchy and renunciation. Ever since the first Morocco 
crisis of 1905 most of the leading statesmen and soldiers of 
Europe had regarded a general conflict as extremely probable, 
though opinions differed as to its date and whether it would 
start in the east or the west. The Continent was racked by three 
separate but simultaneous antagonisms. The oldest was the 
quarrel between France and Germany over Alsace and Lor¬ 
raine. Second in order of time was the competition of Russia 
and Austria for hegemony in the Near East. The most recent 
was the rivalry between England and Germany for the com¬ 
mand of the seas. Moreover the network of alliances ensured 
that a serious quarrel between any two of the Great Powers 
would develop into a general scrimmage. Diplomatic and 
military preparations for the struggle were pushed forward 
everywhere. When the call from St. Petersburg came in July 
1914 France’s unhesitating response was due, not merely to 
her loyalty to the alliance which she had sought so eagerly, but 
to her hope that the sword of the Entente would restore the 
children whom she had lost in 1871, who had never forgotten 
her, and whom she had never ceased to mourn. The recovery 
of the Rhine provinces, declares Paleologue, who worked with 
Delcasse at the Quai d’Orsay, was his darling dream, the 
unavowed goal of all his efforts. Millions of Frenchmen felt 
the same. Peacemakers on both sides of the Rhine had done 
their best for forty years, but their labours were in vain. The 
problem of Franco-German reconciliation was insoluble. 
Some wounds are so deep and painful that they never heal, 
for man does not live by bread alone. 
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THE DIPLOMATIC BACKGROUND OF 
THE FIRST WORLD WAR 


T HE edifice which collapsed in 1918 was erected in 1871, 
when military hegemony in Europe passed from Paris to 
Berlin. For the next twenty years Bismarck bestrode the 
Continent like a colossus, but the contriver of three wars was 
transformed into a pillar of peace. “ We are satiated,” he 
declared, and he meant what he said. Henceforth his task was 
to buttress the status quo by alliances and ententes. He never 
expected France to forgive the loss of Alsace and Lorraine, 
but she was too weak to reconquer them while she stood alone. 
His aim accordingly was to keep her in quarantine. Austria 
became an ally in 1879; the Triple Alliance was formed in 
1882 by the adhesion of Italy; Roumania secretly bound 
herself to the Central Powers in 1883. With Russia and Eng¬ 
land it was impossible to conclude similar arrangements, but 
their benevolent neutrality was secured by the simple expe¬ 
dient of not getting in their way. So far as Germany was 
concerned Russia could have a free hand in the eastern half of 
the Balkan peninsula; and England had no quarrel with a 
statesman who cared nothing for naval power and little for 
colonial enterprise. Ruthless in premeditated attack but 
moderate in the hour of victory, he preached and practised the 
doctrine of limited liability. Though the German Empire was by 
far the strongest Power in Europe, he neither overestimated nor 
overtaxed its strength. It was quite enough to be exposed 
to the incurable hostility of France. He had created the 
nation-state which his countrymen had longed to possess, and 
he wanted nothing more. Bismarck, like Cavour, was a great 
nationalist, never an Imperialist. 

With the dropping of the pilot in 1890 the European 
situation changed rapidly, and the next twenty-four years 
witnessed the crumbling of the imposing Bismarckian edifice. 
The first challenge to the status quo was the Franco-Russian 
alliance, outlined in 1891, concluded in 1893, and announced in 
1893. Holy Russia had overcome her instinctive shrinking 
from Republican France while the Iron Chancellor was still 
at the helm; but it was Berlin’s non-renewal of his so-called 
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Secret Treaty of Reinsurance (concluded with Russia in 1887 
for three years) on the morrow of his fall which removed the 
last serious obstacle to a partnership between Paris and St. 
Petersburg. If Napoleon used to say that he feared nothing 
but a hungry Paris, it was the “ nightmare of coalitions ” 
which had kept Bismarck awake. When he was gone the 
danger at once began to materialize. After twenty years of 
impotence France had recovered her self-confidence and 
escaped from her narrow cage. The Triple Alliance remained 
stronger than its rival, but it was no longer supreme. 

With the wire to St. Petersburg cut and the Dual Alliance 
in being, it was vital for Berlin to maintain the friendship of 
England unimpaired. There were six Great Powers in Europe, 
of which three were now in one camp and two in the other. 
England stood aloof, though “ splendid isolation 55 was an 
attitude, not a principle. She had taken part in the Crimean 
War and she might intervene in Continental struggles again. 
Her policy rested on the two time-honoured maxims of Naval 
Supremacy and the Balance of Power. The first she defined 
in 1889 by the formula of the Two Power Standard (the 
British Navy to be stronger than the two next Continental 
fleets combined), with her eye on France and Russia. The 
second meant that she tended to oppose, by diplomacy or war, 
any European state at once so strong and so potentially hostile 
as to threaten her safety. Bismarck had little respect for our 
institutions or statesmen, but he fully realized the decisive 
part we could play. In 1879 and again in 1889 he sounded us 
about an alliance, and when, yielding to a growing demand, 
he established a Colonial Empire in 1884 he achieved his 
purpose without forfeiting our good will. Caprivi, his succes¬ 
sor in the Chancellorship, equally understood that, so long 
as England remained friendly, France and Russia would 
scarcely dare to attack the Central Powers ; and William II, 
erratic and temperamental though he was, knew too much of 
the Bridsh navy to underestimate its strength. 

Here was the acid test of the men who succeeded Bismarck— 
the young Emperor, Caprivi, Marschall, the Foreign Minister, 
Holstein, the most influential member of the Foreign Office, 
Hohenlohe, the third Chancellor. Russia was lost: could the 
confidence and good will of England be retained ? The 
Kaiser's telegram to Kruger, congratulating him on the 
repulse of the Jameson raid in January, 1896, gave the reply. 
Anglo-German relations had been friendly enough in the last 
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two decades of the Bismarck era, but the launching of this high 
explosive destroyed much of his work. The Raid was un¬ 
authorized and indefensible and it was promptly repudiated 
by the British Government; but the sudden revelation of 
German interest in South Africa, and still more the provocative 
form in which it was expressed, stirred the British people to 
the depths. For the first time since the foundation of the 
German Empire both countries talked openly of war. The 
crisis passed, and the Kaiser was warmly welcomed in England 
more than once in the coming years, but the lightning flash 
was never forgotten. The significance of the incident was 
seized by Italy, who, mindful of our ancient friendship and 
trembling for her undefended coasts, informed her allies that 
she could not join in the fight if England were on the opposite 
side. It was a plain warning to Berlin that, if the wire to 
London were to be cut by some unskilful hand, the wire to 
Rome would also cease to work. Almost at the same moment. 
Japan was estranged by a Three Power summons to disgorge 
the mainland fruits of her victory over China in the war of 
1894-5. Russia was an acknowledged rival, and France as 
her ally dared not lag behind ; but why, asked the Japanese, 
should Germany join in the game ? “ We shall remember/’ 
observed a Japanese statesman with the pregnant brevity of his 
race. The wise Bismarckian tradition of limited liability was 
breaking down. The Austrian alliance, the core of the system, 
remained intact, but the inorganic realm of the Hapsburgs, 
with its diverse racial elements, was weaker than it looked. 
When Marschall left the Wilhelmstrasse in 1897 to become 
Ambassador at Constantinople the international position of 
Germany was decidedly weaker than when he entered it in 
1890. A fine vessel had been unskilfully steered. 

If William II had made a bad start, the Biilow era, which 
opened in 1897 arid lasted twelve years, brought no relief. 
Germany naturally desired to join in the game of Imperialism 
which was being played by all the Great Powers except Austria, 
but her citizens had the right to demand that its prizes should 
be related to the risks. Since Weltpolitik was the order of the 
day, two tempting courses lay open—the exploitation of 
Asiatic Turkey and the creation of a first-class fleet. The 
former was bound to alarm Russia, the latter to estrange 
England. Though common prudence pointed to a choice, the 
fatal error was committed of pursuing both policies at once.* 
The creation of a High Seas fleet under the inspiration of 



64 THE DIPLOMATIC BACKGROUND OF 1914 

Tirpitz, who was appointed to the Admiralty in 1897, began 
with the Navy Laws of 1898 and 1900 ; and the vast project 
of the Bagdad Railway was launched in 1899, carrying with it 
the political and economic predominance at Constantinople. 
In the early stages of these enterprises the danger of Germany 
shouldering a burden beyond even her gigantic strength was 
so little realized by William II and his advisers that the golden 
opportunity presented by British embarrassments in South 
Africa was allowed to slip. 

Befbre the Boer War cast its shadow over the scene, a slight 
Anglo-German rapprochement had begun. A secret treaty in 
1898 mapped out hypothetical spheres of influence in the 
Portuguese colonial empire, and Germany obtained a foothold 
in Samoa in 1899. The seizure of an ice-free Port Arthur by 
Russia in the spring of 1898 and the Fashoda crisis in the 
autumn of the same year, provoked by the planting of the 
French flag on the Upper Nile, emphasized our isolation and 
turned wistful eyes to Berlin. Commercial competition with 
Germany was becoming very keen, but it never seriously 
affected either popular sentiment or official diplomacy. 
While Salisbury saw no reason to abandon the practice of 
keeping our hands free, Joseph Chamberlain, the Colonial 
Secretary, was not the only one of his colleagues who felt the 
need of a powerful friend to balance the hostility of France and 
Russia. Without committing the Cabinet he discussed the 
possibilities of a defensive agreement with the German 
Ambassador. Never before had a British Minister, officially 
or unofficially, dangled an alliance before the German Empire, 
but his advances were coldly received. Such a commitment, 
in Billow’s eyes, would inevitably antagonize Russia, with 
whom Germany had no quarrel and against whose enormous 
army England could furnish no military aid. “ At the present 
time Germany, who is confronted with no immediate or 
prospective danger, has no reason to shoulder the risks of an 
alliance. . . . The great majority of the German people do 
not at the present moment believe they are threatened from the 
East. It would therefore be difficult to justify an alliance 
which automatically stamps Russia as our foe.” 

Bulow’s attitude never changed, and his official advisers, 
with Holstein at their head, approved it. He was favourably 
impressed by his visit to England in the autumn of 1899, 
when the Kaiser came over for the first time since the Kruger 
telegram, but Chamberlain’s arguments made no more impres- 
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sion than in the previous year. When the Colonial Secretary 
spoke at Leicester of a new triple alliance or understanding 
between England, Germany and the United States, the German 
Foreign Secretary in his next speech to the Reichstag pointedly 
ignored an utterance which had echoed round the world. It 
was true enough that in mentioning the word alliance Cham¬ 
berlain had overshot the mark, and it was equally true that the 
Boer War, which had begun on October 9, 1899, was detested 
in Germany. Yet it was a costly error not to nurture the 
tender plant of Anglo-German understanding sown at Wind¬ 
sor. The attitude of the German Government throughout the 
struggle in South Africa was correct enough, but there was no 
longer any confidence between the peoples. The holding up 
of German steamers outside Delagoa Bay, wrongly suspected 
of carrying contraband to the Boers, caused exasperation, while 
the so-called Yang-tse treaty of 1900, designed to defend 
British and German commerce against Russian encroachments 
in China, did more harm than good owing to differences of 
interpretation. 

An alliance between England and Germany was officially 
discussed for the first and last time in 1901. When the Kaiser 
hurried to the deathbed of Queen Victoria in January of that 
year, Biilow, who succeeded Hohenlohe as Chancellor in 
T900, warned him not to commit himself. “ English embar¬ 
rassments will grow in the coming months, and therewith our 
price will rise. ... It would be a masterstroke if Your 
Majesty succeeded in leaving the English their hope of future 
intimacy without prematurely binding ourselves. The 
threatened rapprochement with the Dual Alliance is only a 
nightmare invented to frighten us.” There was never much 
life in the ensuing negotiations. The proposal of an alliance, 
according to Lansdowne, who succeeded Salisbury as Foreign 
Minister in 1900, came from Eckardstein, who represented 
the German Embassy during the illness of Hatzfeldt, his chief; 
but Eckardstein’s report disingenuously attributes the initiative 
to the British statesman. Biilow naturally accepted the version 
which reached him, but he was not tempted by the imaginary 
bait. The problem at issue seemed to him quite simple. 
Germany was on good terms with Russia, and England was 
not. An Anglo-Russian war seemed probable, but why should 
Germany be dragged in ? If England would enter the Triple 
Alliance, that was another matter and her support would be 
welcomed; but nobody desired to take such a risky step. 
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“ The liability of having to defend the German and Austrian 
frontiers against Russia,” wrote Salisbury in an impressive 
Memorandum, “ is heavier than that of having to defend the 
British Isles against France.” He saw no cause for alarm : 
with an unchallengeable navy England could look after her¬ 
self. Moreover no British Government could foretell the 
reaction of public opinion before the casus belli occurred. 
Lansdowne, unlike his chief, was ready for a limited regional 
agreement with Germany, but this possibility was ruled out at 
Berlin. As Metternich, the new German Ambassador, 
remarked at the close of 1901, it was a case of “ all or nothing.” 

The failure of the negotiations left no soreness behind, for 
neither party cared greatly for their success ; yet from this 
time onwards the two Governments and peoples drifted ever 
further from one another. A sharp exchange between Cham¬ 
berlain and Biilow on the conduct of British and German 
armies in the wars of 1870 and 1899 generated a good deal of 
heat. Naval co-operation in the winter of 1902-3 in Venezuela, 
who refused to pay her debts, was intensely unpopular in 
England. British participation in financing the Bagdad 
Railway was approved by Balfour, the new Prime Minister, 
by Lansdowne, by the City, by the British Ambassadors in 
Constantinople and Berlin ; but the plan was wrecked by 
unofficial Unionist opposition in Parliament and the press in 
the spring of 1903. So unpopular had Germany become even 
before the naval rivalry was acute that co-operation in any form 
aroused angry antagonism. 

In the history of British policy the years 1902 and 1903 
stand out in bold relief. The conquest of the Transvaal and 
the Orange Free State in 1902, following the conquest of the 
Sudan in 1898, marks the stage where the sentiment of Imperial 
expansion reached saturation point. There was no craven 
fear of being great, to use Tennyson’s famous phrase, but we 
had enough. The British Empire—the biggest in the world— 
merely desired to keep what it had taken centuries to get. 
Our battleships remained the first line of defence, yet diplo¬ 
macy might well assist. Germany had not yet become in any 
real sense an enemy, but she had ceased to be a friend. Since 
Salisbury’s retiiement in 1902 men were at the helm who felt 
the growing danger of isolation in an armed and threatening 
world. Fruitless though they were, the Anglo-German 
negotiations of 1901 revealed that more flexible minds were at 
work. The century of isolation had reached its close. The 



THE DIPLOMATIC BACKGROUND OF 1914 67 

first concrete sign of the new spirit was the conclusion of an 
alliance with Japan in January, 1902, the object of which was 
to oppose Russian domination in the Far East, which threa¬ 
tened our valuable Chinese market. 

Far more important was the rapprochement with France, 
which began to be academically discussed in 1902 between 
Lansdowne and Paul Cambon, the French Ambassador. For 
several years each country had grounds of complaint. English¬ 
men were deeply shocked at the persecution of the innocent 
Dreyfus. Frenchmen thought with anger of the forced sur¬ 
render at Fashoda, and their sympathies with the Boers were 
unconcealed. Nations, however, like individuals, sometimes 
change their moods with astonishing rapidity. Moreover, 
Delcasse, who had been Foreign Minister since 1898, realized 
that France could not afford more than one enemy. It had 
been his painful duty to climb down in the valley of the Nile, 
but he knew that more could be gained from co-operation with 
England than from sulking or dreams of revenge. With the 
aid of Barr&re, his resourceful Ambassador in Rome, he had 
liquidated Italian hostility by two secret pacts. In 1900 the 
countries recognized each other’s claims in Tripoli and 
Morocco, while in 1902 Italy promised neutrality in a Franco- 
German war. She remained a sleeping partner in the Triple 
Alliance, but henceforth she had one foot in each camp, and 
in the following years she moved ever closer to Paris and St. 
Petersburg. 

When he had finished with Italy Delcasse turned to London. 
With the end of the Boer War warmer airs began to blow. 
The successful visit of King Edward in April, 1903, was re¬ 
turned by President Loubet, who was accompanied by the 
Foreign Minister. On July 7 Delcasse and Lansdowne 
inaugurated the negotiations which led to the Anglo-French 
treaty of April 8, 1904. The governing factor was the eager¬ 
ness of France to secure preponderance in Morocco. Italy’s 
assent had been cheaply purchased at the expense of Tripoli. 
England’s price was higher, for our strategic and commercial 
interests in Morocco were great, and the golden opportunity 
of securing a free hand in Egypt was seized. Lansdowne’s 
maxim was firmness in Egypt and pliability elsewhere. The 
final settlement, which was facilitated by the wide scope of the 
negotiations, was satisfactory to both sides. We declared that 
we had no intention of altering the juridical status quo in 
Egypt, and France undertook not to obstruct our action by 



68 THE DIPLOMATIC BACKGROUND OF 1914 

asking for a time limit to the British occupation or in any other 
way. France similarly declared that she had no intention of 
altering the status of Morocco, and we promised not to 
obstruct her activities. In both countries commercial liberty 
was to prevail for at least thirty years. No fortifications were to 
be permitted on the coast opposite Gibraltar. France was to 
reach an understanding with Spain. A Khedivial Decree laid 
down regulations rehting to the Egyptian Debt, and, subject 
to acceptance by the Powers, gave the Egyptian Government 
a free hand in the disposal of its resources so long as the 
punctual payment of interest was assured. Next in importance 
was the settlement of the Newfoundland fishery dispute, 
France surrendering certain treaty privileges in return for 
territorial concessions in West Africa. A third document 
liquidated disputes in Siam, Madagascar and the New Hebrides. 
In addition to the published agreement there were secret 
articles envisaging the eventual partition of Morocco into 
French and Spanish zones of influence, a plan worked out in 
detail in the secret articles of the Franco-Spanish treaty of 
October, 1904. 

Even more important than the terms of the Anglo-French 
settlement was the new relationship wdiich it created. For 
Larisdowne it was merely a colonial agreement, the clearing 
up of tiresome disputes. The idea of encircling Germany, 
of tying ourselves to France, of building up a Triple Entente, 
never entered his head. For Delcasse, on the other hand, it 
was far more than a regional transaction. “ We are liquidating 
all our past quarrels,” he remarked to Paleologue, his assistant 
at the Quai d’Orsay, on February 1, 1904 ; “ but I shall not 
stop there. It should lead to a political alliance with England. 
What fair horizons would then open to us ! If we could lean 
both on Russia and England, how strong should we be in 
dealing with Germany ! ” The recovery of the Rhine provinces, 
declares Paleologue, was his darling dream, the unavowed goal 
of all his efforts. A conflict of arms, if it ever came, must be 
preceded by a contest of wits. In four crowded years he had 
bought the consent of Italy, England and Spain to his Morocco 
plans, had loosened the ties of the Triple Alliance, had won the 
confidence of England without forfeiting that of his Russian 
ally ; and perhaps the old and the new friends might one day 
make up their feud. 

The agreement of London and Paris to afford each other 
diplomatic support in Egypt and Morocco was an elastic 
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formula the full implications of which were scarcely realized in 
England at the time. When France, emboldened by her agree¬ 
ments, presented Morocco with a programme of reforms at 
the opening of 1905, Germany, whom Delcass£ had most 
unwisely omitted to consult, sharply asserted her treaty claims. 
The Kaiser’s declaration at Tangier, Hands off Morocco !, 
inaugurated the first Morocco crisis and filled Lansdowne with 
alarm. He expected Germany to ask for a port on the Moorish 
coast, and on April 22, 1905, he offered to join France in 
strong opposition thereto. It was a false alarm, but on May 
17 a historic conversation between Lansdowne and Paul 
Cambon occurred. “ I observed,” reported Lansdowne, 
“ that the moral of all these incidents seemed to me that our 
two Governments should continue to treat one another with 
the most absolute confidence, should keep one another fully 
informed of everything which came to their knowledge, and 
should, so far as possible, discuss in advance any contin¬ 
gencies by which they might in the course of events find 
themselves confronted.” When this communication was 
repeated in a letter, Cambon wrote to his chief that it suggested 
a general entente which would in effect amount to an alliance. 
Delcassd, who was now fighting for his political life, informed 
his colleagues at their meeting on June 6 that an alliance had 
been offered, and he reiterated the unfounded statement to the 
end of his life. France, however, was materially and morally 
unprepared for war; Dclcasse, finding himself alone in the 
Cabinet, resigned, and Germany’s invitation to a conference 
on Morocco w r as accepted on conditions. His career at the 
Quai d’Orsay began and ended with humiliation, yet the 
larger portion of his work endured. The reconciliation w T ith 
Italy and England had changed the face of Europe. In the 
grouping of the Powers France had been one of two : hence¬ 
forth she was one of four. The imposing Bismarckian edifice 
was crumbling away. 

Germany naturally attempted to follow* up her success, 
and as usual there was more of the iron hand than the velvet 
glove. Even Rouvier, the French Premier, who had evicted 
Delcass6 and taken over the Foreign Office, came to the 
conclusion that France could not continue to retreat. On 
January 10, 1906, the eve of the Algeciras Conference, the 
French Ambassador asked the new Liberal Foreign Secretary 
whether England would help in the event of aggression. With 
his colleagues dispersed and before the electors had spoken. 
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replied Grey, he could merely state his personal opinion that, 
if France were attacked by Germany in consequence of a 
question arising out of the agreement of 1904, public opinion 
would be strongly moved in her favour. This was too vague 
to satisfy Cambon, who remarked that he would repeat his 
question after the election. Meanwhile he thought it advisable 
that the informal discussions which had already begun should 
continue between the Admiralty and the War Office and the 
French Naval and Military Attaches, without committing the 
Governments to action in any way. Grey did not dissent, and, 
after consulting some of his colleagues, he authorized non¬ 
committal communications with French and Belgian experts— 
in the latter case in order to facilitate the discharge of our duty 
as a guarantor of Belgian neutrality in case of need. 

“ We were a little surprised,” confesses Huguet, the French 
Military Attache, “ by the readiness with which the authoriza¬ 
tion was granted. Campbell-Bannerman, Grey and Haldane 
were too clever not to realize that the studies now to be 
pursued would—whatever the qualifications—constitute a 
moral engagement.” He was right, for the Prime Minister 
used much the same language. “ 1 do not like the stress laid 
upon joint preparations,” he wrote. “It comes very close to 
an honourable understanding, and it. will be known on both 
sides of the Rhine.” Despite this inherent difficulty it was 
virtually impossible for a British statesman to decline the 
discussions requested by France. How else could effective 
aid be given if Germany struck a sudden blow ? France was 
still unready for the fray, and Russia, staggering under the 
blows of Japan, was temporarily out of action. 

When Cambon repeated his question on January 31, Grey 
replied that no unconditional promise could be given and it 
would be difficult to formulate conditions. Any change w T ould 
transform the Entente into a defensive alliance, the necessity 
for which had not yet arisen. Our attitude in the event of a 
German attack would largely depend on how it occurred. His 
personal belief was that, if an attack arose from the Morocco 
agreement, public opinion would compel the Government to 
intervene. He had informed the German Ambassador of his 
view, as Lansdowne had done after the fall of Delcassd. 
Cambon had expected nothing more, and he was consoled by 
the hope that the military conversations now officially au¬ 
thorized might ultimately expand a regional agreement into a 
full working partnership. Promises were declined but expec- 
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tations were created. Whatever the verbal limitations, a 
momentous change in the orientation of British policy had 
taken place. The era of unfettered self-determination was over, 
the era of Continental attachments and entanglements had 
begun. The Entente Cordiale was the half-way house between 
isolation and an alliance ; and such relationships tend to grow 
more intimate with the passing years. 

The Conference of Algeciras, which sat from January to 
April 1906, was a contest of wills between France, backed by 
England, Russia and Spain, and Germany, tepidly supported 
by Austria. Italy, with the secret Tripoli pact in her pocket, 
gave no help to her ally. The main struggle turned on the 
plan of Franco-Spanish control of the police in the Moroccan 
ports, and after weeks of acute tension Berlin gave way. 
Neither William II nor Biilow wished to fight about Morocco, 
and Holstein, who was quite prepared to draw the sword, 
resigned. Though the independence and integrity of Morocco 
were recognized in the Act of Algeciras and commercial 
equality was assured, as Germany demanded, it was generally 
agreed that France had won the match. She had recovered 
from her attack of nerves in 1905, the growing isolation of 
Germany was revealed, and the Entente Cordiale , in the words 
of Tardieu, passed from the static to the dynamic stage. The 
new situation naturally afforded greater satisfaction to Paris 
than to London. Never for a, moment did Grey question the 
utility of the historic reconciliation of 1904, but he was now 
more fully aware of the price we had paid. We had sacrificed 
part of our independence, and the baffling problem of recover¬ 
ing the friendship of Germany was complicated by involving 
us in the traditional quarrels of our new friends. 

A British agreement with Russia was the natural sequel to 
the agreement with France. Friendly discussions, begun before 
the outbreak of the Russo-Japanese war, were resumed after 
its close in 1905. Memories of the Crimean struggle and of 
subsequent occasions when war seemed in sight prevented all 
intimacy, and the Tsarist r6gime was profoundly repugnant to 
British ideas. Yet these obstacles were overcome by two other 
considerations. In the first place both Governments felt the 
need of removing a dangerous antagonism ; in the second it 
was highly inconvenient for the old and new friends of 
France to be on bad terms. Co-operation at Algeciras paved 
the way for the official discussions between Nicolson, the 
new Ambassador to St. Petersburg, and the Anglophil 
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Iswolsky, who succeeded Lamsdorff as Russian Foreign 
Minister in 1906. After wearisome negotiations lasting more 
than a year, an Anglo-Russian Convention was signed on 
August 31, 1907. Unlike the Anglo-French setdement of 
1904, the whole slate was not cleaned, neither the Far East 
nor the Near East being included. This mattered litde, for 
in the former sphere Russia had for the time ceased to count, 
and in the latter the interests of other states were involved. 
The chief source of friction was the Middle East, where the 
security of India had to be kept in view. Three countries lay 
between Russia and India, namely Persia, Afghanistan and 
Tibet. Persia was by far the most important, and here Russia’s 
predominant position was ungrudgingly recognized. The 
country was divided into a large Russian zone in the north, a 
small British zone on the Indian frontier, and an extensive 
neutral belt. To balance this substantial sacrifice we secured 
the elimination of Russian influence from Afghanistan and 
Tibet. The settlement was denounced as a needless surrender 
by Curzon and a few other Russophobes, but its main purpose 
was achieved. The Indian frontier had been safeguarded, and 
a formidable rival had been turned into a potential friend. A 
Russo-Japanese agreement negotiated by Iswolsky at the same 
time eased the situation still further. 

With the return of confidence a new spirit began to emerge. 
Nicholas II had expressed his wish for a visit from King 
Edward at the end of 1905, and in April 1908 he renewed the 
invitation. Two months later the King and Queen steamed 
into Reval, where they were cordially received. Grey’s pledge 
to the House of Commons that there should be no fresh agree¬ 
ments was faithfully observed, yet the visit was scarcely less 
important than the memorable sojourn in Paris in 1903. The 
heart of the conversations between Hardinge, the representative 
of the Foreign Office, and Iswolsky was the plea of the former 
that, in view of the growth of the German fleet, Russia should 
increase her armed strength in Europe. Though the German 
Ambassador in London was assured that nothing particular 
had happened, the foundations of a working partnership 
were laid, and the Kaiser’s complaint of encirclement in an 
emotional speech to his officers showed that he sensed the 
atmospheric change. Henceforth, though sharp disagree¬ 
ments were to arise in Persia, the two Governments har¬ 
monized their policy in an increasing degree. The Entente 
Cordiale with France had widened into a Triple Entente, as 
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Delcasse had planned. Grey deprecated the use of the phrase, 
and he never dreamed of the encirclement of Germany. Yet 
the reconciliation with Russia, like the reconciliation with 
France, had its price. The greatest empire in the world 
coveted nothing that it did not possess, yet it might easily be 
dragged into the quarrels of its new friends, neither of whom 
was satisfied with the status quo. The one coveted Alsace- 
Lorraine, the other the control of the Straits. It was also 
possible that the moves of the Central Powers might force us 
into closer relations with France and Russia than we intended 
or desired, and thus almost imperceptibly transform the 
association into an alliance in everything but name. 

As the Anglo-French treaty had been followed by the first 
Morocco crisis, so the Anglo-Russian Convention and the 
Reval visit were followed by a period of acute international 
strain. The Young Turk revolutionprovided Austria with an 
excuse for the annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina in 
October, 1908. The provinces had been administered by her 
ever since the Congress of Berlin in 1878, and no one expected 
or desired the occupation to cease ; yet the sudden repudiation 
of Turkish sovereignty was a shock to the world. Iswolsky, 
it is true, had consented in return for a promise that Aehrenthal 
would favour the opening of the Straits to Russian warships. 
This engagement, however, was unknown to the world, and 
the announcement of the annexation before the Russian For¬ 
eign Minister had time to prepare the ground for the attain¬ 
ment of his own aims turned him into a fanatical enemy of the 
Austrian Foreign Minister. For five months he held out 
against recognition, and it was only when Germany intervened 
in March, 1909, with what he called a diplomatic ultimatum, that 
he gave way. The relations between Vienna and St. Petersburg 
never recovered from the strain. 

The crisis which kept Europe on the rack for six months 
ended with the forced recognition by Servia of a change which 
filled her people with anger and grief. She was much too weak 
to fight alone, and Russia was still crippled by the Japanese 
war, but the seeds of future conflict were sown. The Pan- 
Serb dream of expansion at the expense of Austria, instead of 
being shattered, took firmer shape, and sooner or later Russia 
was certain to resume her historic r 61 e of patron of the Balkan 
Slavs. The annexation of Bosnia, so unskilfully carried out by 
Aehrenthal, though not a crime, was assuredly a blunder, for 
it exposed the realm of the Hapsburgs to risks and resentments 
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which it was too racially heterogeneous to face with equani¬ 
mity. Henceforth the Triple Entente and the Central Powers 
were openly ranged against one another, Italy drifted ever 
further away from her nominal allies, and in the autumn of 
1909 a secret treaty, signed during the Tsar’s visit to Victor 
Emmanuel at Racconigi, made her almost a junior partner of 
the Triple Entente. Roumania, too, angered by Hungary’s 
harsh treatment of her children in Transylvania, could no 
longer be relied on to fulfil her obligations to the Central 
Powers in case of war. Worst of all, from the standpoint of 
Berlin and Vienna, the gulf between England and Germany 
was becoming too wide to bridge. 

The conclusion of the Algeciras Conference had brought 
temporary relief to Western Europe, and in the autumn of 
1907 William II paid a happy visit to England, in the course of 
which participation in the Bagdad railway was again discussed, 
though without result. No genuine appeasement was possible 
in a Continent divided into rival camps, and the Second Hague 
Conference in 1907 had not even discussed the limitation of 
armaments. 1908 was a year of blunders and crises. The 
German fleet aroused growing alarm, which the Kaiser in¬ 
creased by a well-meant but ill-judged private letter to Lord 
Tweedmouth, First Lord of the Admiralty. A new German 
Navy Bill in April decided the British Government to raise the 
question of naval limitation officially during King Edward’s 
visit to his nephew at Cronberg on the way to Marienbad in 
the summer; but Sir Charles Hardinge, the bearer of the 
message, found the door bolted and barred; No discussion 
of a question involving national honour, declared the Kaiser 
hotly, could be allowed. It seemed as if there was nothing for 
England to do except to increase her navy, while drawing ever 
closer to France and Russia ; and Lord Roberts began his 
campaign for a conscript army. When rumours of secret 
acceleration of German ship-building reached the Admiralty 
early in 1909, a panic swept the country, and eight battleships 
of the Dreadnought type, an unprecedented number, were 
laid down in that year. 

In the summer of 1909, when for the first time the probability 
of an ultimate collision with Germany came home to the British 
people, the slippery Biilow was succeeded by Bethmann Floll- 
weg. The former had never desired war, but he had sup¬ 
ported the Kaiser’s naval plans, which had done even more 
than Germany’s Morocco policy to drive England into the 
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Franco-Russian camp. The new Chancellor realized as clearly 
as Metternich, the Ambassador in London, that the challenge 
to our naval supremacy was poisoning Anglo-German rela¬ 
tions, and his first step was to suggest a naval arrangement as 
part of a general understanding. His sincerity was manifest, 
but the coupling of a naval agreement with a political formula 
ruined the scheme. Our proposals for a reduction of the 
German shipbuilding programme were rejected in Berlin, 
and the German request for a pledge of neutrality in a European 
war was declined in London. Bethmann was never master 
in his own house, for Tirpitz had the ear of his master, and 
Kiderlen, whom the inexperienced Chancellor had called to the 
Foreign Office, was a masterful man. The Franco-German 
agreement of February, 1909, by which Germany recognized 
the political preponderance of France in Morocco in return 
for economic co-operation, had been widely welcomed as the 
liquidation of a dangerous feud ; but the goodwill of the 
Governments was not shared by the firms which struggled for 
orders and openings. There were disputes about railways, 
mines and public works ; and meanwhile anarchy in Morocco 
steadily increased. In May, 1911, the French, believing the 
European residents to be in danger, sent a force to Fez at the 
invitation of the Sultan. To the annoyance of France, Spain 
followed suit in June by occupying the zone assigned to her 
by the secret Franco-Spanish treaty of 1904, and on July 1 the 
Panther , a German gunboat, anchored in Agadir, a closed port 
on the Atlantic coast. France, argued the German and 
Spanish Governments, had broken the spirit if not the letter 
of the Act of Algeciras, and Grey privately admitted that she 
was skating on very thin ice. 

Though reiterated warnings had come from Berlin before 
the French column set out for the Moorish capital, the Agadir 
coup was a shock to London and Paris. German firms in that 
district, we w r ere informed, had asked for protection, and the 
vessel would be withdrawn when order in Morocco was 
restored. The establish men t of French and Spanish posts in 
various parts of the country, it was explained, had created a 
new situation. Germany was ready to co-operate with France 
and Spain in the search for a solution of the Morocco question, 
and the aid of the British Government in this task w r ould be 
welcomed. Grey replied that Germany’s very abrupt action 
had created a new situation ; that our commercial interests 
were larger than hers ; that we must consider our treaty 
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obligations to France, and that we could not recognize any 
new arrangement arrived at without us. These declarations, 
though they asked no questions, were intended to produce 
assurances from Berlin, but no response was sent. When the 
news reached London on July 18 that Kiderlen had presented 
unacceptable demands to France, including the most valuable 
portion of the French Congo, Grey confided his anxieties to 
Metternich, who was unable to give him any information. 

On July 21, Mr. Lloyd George, Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
made a resounding declaration at the Mansion House, the 
terms of which were approved by the Prime Minister and the 
Foreign Secretary but were not seen by the Cabinet. If 
Britain were to be treated, where her interests were vitally 
affected, as if she were of no account, “ then I say emphatically 
that peace at that price would be a humiliation intolerable for 
a great country like ours to endure.” Neither Germany nor 
Morocco was mentioned, but the warning was plain enough. 
It was precisely the same claim to be considered that the Kaiser 
had voiced at Tangier, and it produced a similar reaction. A 
contingent declaration of war was flung across the North Sea. 
In German eyes England seemed as eager to thwart the 
colonial and commercial ambitions of Germany as to encourage 
those of France. After a day or two of dangerous tension, 
during which Grey believed that the fleet might be attacked 
at any moment, a reassuring message arrived from the Wil- 
helmstrasse. Wearisome negotiations between France and 
Germany, in which England took no part, continued through¬ 
out the summer and autumn, and on November 4 the Morocco 
and Congo treaties were signed in Berlin. France secured the 
assent of Germany to the establishment of a Protectorate in 
Morocco, while Germany received moderate territorial com¬ 
pensation in the French Congo. Both Governments pre¬ 
tended to be satisfied, but it was generally felt that in the 
second Morocco crisis, as in the first, the French had scored. 
Caillaux, the French Premier, and Jules Cambon, the Am¬ 
bassador in Berlin, had served France well. 

Never since the days of the Kruger telegram had Anglo- 
German relations been so strained as in the summer of 1911, 
and never since the creation of the Entente Cordiale had Anglo- 
French relations so closely, resembled an alliance. Yet neither 
London nor Berlin desired a break, and in February, 1912, 
Lord Haldane visited Berlin to explore the ground, each side 
believing that the initiative had come from the other. He 
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was welcomed warmly by the Chancellor, politely by the 
Kaiser, and coldly by Tirpitz, and the discussions were 
continued in London after his return. Once again, however, 
the difficulties proved insurmountable. So far from being 
prepared to reduce her naval programme Germany had 
decided on a substantial increase, and the British Government 
would only undertake neither to make nor to join in an un¬ 
provoked attack. A promise of neutrality would alienate 
France, and in any case we could not consent to tie our hands ; 
for Germany might conceivably use Austria to unleash a war 
and then demand that we should stand aside. Yet the Haldane 
Mission was not wholly in vain. Though no more was heard 
of naval limitation or neutrality formulas, amicable and success¬ 
ful negotiations concerning the Bagdad railway and spheres of 
influence in the Portuguese colonies filled the next two years. 
Grey and Bethmann trusted each other, for they both desired 
the preservation of peace ; and Lichnowsky, the new German 
Ambassador in London,laboured gallantly to rebuild the bridges. 

The attempt of Germany to extract a promise of neutrality, 
or indeed any written declaration likely to fetter our action, 
was watched with deep suspicion by France, who hailed the 
failure of the discussions with relief. Poincar£, however, who 
throughout 1912 combined the offices of Premier and Foreign 
Minister, feared that the temptation might one day be renewed. 
An alliance, he realized, was impossible, but the near ap¬ 
proach of war in 1911 made further advances practicable. 
The so-called Mediterranean agreement, by which England 
recalled part of her fleet to home waters and France trans¬ 
ferred her battleships from the Channel and Atlantic, was the 
result of independent Admiralty decisions in both countries, 
and the consequential technical agreements involved no 
obligation of armed support. Yet facts spoke louder than 
formulas. When France left two of her three coasts exposed, 
and when we no longer depended entirely on our own strength 
in the Mediterranean, the conclusion seemed inescapable that 
we were allies in everything bat name. At the suggestion of 
the French the situation was defined in the letters exchanged by 
Grey and Paul Cambon on November 22 and 23, 1912, which 
registered the unfettered freedom of both countries to decide 
their course but bound us to consult one another in case of 
need. The formula of consultation, in Grey's eyes, merely 
recognized existing facts : to the more logical French mind, 
with its craving for the written word, it was a definite and 
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welcome advance. The Russian alliance had sprouted from a 
similar germ. 

In the Balkan Wars, which lasted from October 1912 to 
August, 1913, it required all Grey’s tact and authority as 
Chairman of .the reunions of the Ambassadors in London to 
prevent Austria and Russia flying at each other’s throats. 
Not that either Power had the slightest desire for war. The 
venerable Francis Joseph, mindful of previous military disas¬ 
ters, was profoundly pacific, and Russia was well aware that she 
still needed several years to recover her strength. Great 
Powers, however, have to think of their prestige, and pride 
sets limits to surrender. The main object of the struggle, 
namely the destruction of Turkish rule in the Balkans, was 
accomplished in the first month by the Allies, but the com¬ 
pleteness of their victory complicated the division of the 
spoils. Russia’s chief aim was to enlarge the territory of 
Servia, while Austria, apprehensive of Pan-Serb ambitions, 
strove to keep her away from the Adriatic. Thus the most 
difficult problem was the delimitation of the little state of 
Albania called into existence under the rule of Prince Wilhelm 
of Wied. For weeks the peace of Europe hung upon the fate 
of Djakova, a small Albanian market town, which Austria 
claimed for Albania and Russia for Servia. Austria finally 
gave way by order of Francis Joseph himself, and indeed 
throughout the long-drawn Balkan crisis she played an 
unexpectedly passive part. When the victorious Allies finally 
quarrelled and Bulgaria was easily crushed by Servia and 
Greece, Austria’s prestige received a fresh blow. Now that 
European Turkey had been carved up, the familiar talk of the 
approaching partition of the Hapsburg Empire was openly 
renewed. 

The last year of peace witnessed a series of secondary crises 
which revealed the alarming fragility of the European structure. 
An Austrian ultimatum in the autumn of 1913 compelled 
Servia to withdraw her troops from Albania, but added new 
fuel to the animosity of Belgrad. The appointment of a 
German General, Liman von Sanders, to the command of the 
First Turkish Army Corps at Constantinople provoked fury in 
Russia, who had plans of her own for the control of the Straits ; 
and the compromise by which he exchanged his command in 
the capital for the supervision of the whole army failed to 
soothe Russian opinion. For the increase of German influence 
on the Bosphorus was an undeniable fact, and the prospective 
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strengthening of the Turkish army was not at all to its taste. 
Early in 1914 a violent press feud in Germany and Russia 
inflamed the growing hostility. On se croit quelquefois dans urn 
maison de fous , lamented Sazonoff, the Foreign Minister. In 
the west Anglo-German relations were easier, but frontier 
incidents emphasized the undying feud between Paris and 
Berlin. The armaments race had been accelerated after the 
Agadir crisis, the increase of the German army being followed 
by the restoration of three years'service in France. Except for a 
few soldiers no one in Europe wanted war, yet the Continent was 
like a powder-magazine which a lighted match would explode. 

The murder of the Archduke Franz Ferdinand and his wife 
at Serajevo, the capital of Bosnia, on June 28, 1914, was 
generally felt to be a turning point in history. The murderer, 
a young Austrian Serb, had been aided and encouraged by 
Servian officers. The Pasitch Government, though it had no 
part in the plot, got wind of it, yet failed to warn Vienna. The 
death of the heir to the throne, unpopular though he was, 
called for some striking retribution, and the world held its 
breath while the Dual Empire was considering its course. 
The first task was to make sure of the full support of Berlin, 
and after receiving an unconditional promise the Ballplatz went 
straight ahead. An elaborate ultimatum to Servia was pre¬ 
sented on July 23. On the expiration of the forty-eight hour 
limit on July 25, when its unconditional acceptance was 
declined, the Austrian Minister left Belgrad. Three days 
later Austria declared war on Servia. 

Berclitold ar\d his colleagues knew what they were doing, 
but they believed they had no choice. The ultimatum was 
obviously a gamble, for the localization of the conflict, though 
naturally desired, was hardly expected. If it failed, the realm 
of the Hapsburgs would break up and disappear. There was 
no facile optimism at Vienna. The old Emperor observed 
that they would be fortunate if they got off with a black eye : 
even Conrad, the fiery Chief of the Staff, admitted that the most 
favourable opportunities of fighting a defensive war were 
past. Why then was Austria so intransigent ? “ The Serajevo 
crime,” replies Berchtold, “ was simply one of the latest 
examples of the work of destruction organized against us, of 
the sapping and mining which was to blow up the house in 
which we dwelt. The Monarchy was faced by an alternative : 
a free hand for the housebreaker or a demand for security. 
On the rejection of the latter a fight for life was all that 
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remained.” Better death with honour than a lingering decline! 

Russia’s choice was equally intelligible. Sazonoff, like the 
Foreign Ministers in the other capitals, was convinced that he 
had no alternative. He inherited a long tradition from which 
he had neither the wish nor the power to depart. Russia’s 
inability to take up the challenge in the Bosnian crisis was a 
bitter memory, and nobody could expect her to submit to 
such spectacular humiliation again. Since the main purpose 
of the Triple Entente, as defined by Sazonoff, was to prevent 
the domination of Europe by Germany, now was the time to 
make a stand. As Berchtold saw the long arm of Russia in 
the Serajevo murders, so the Russian Foreign Minister inter¬ 
preted the ultimatum as a blow not only at King Peter but at 
the Tsar. Had Russia left her Servian protegi for a second time 
to the tender mercies of the Hapsburgs, she would have for¬ 
feited her old claim to be the champion of the Balkan Slavs 
and have handed over the Near East to the control of the 
Central Powers. Though not bound by treaty to intervene, 
she could no more be expected to remain neutral in face of an 
attack on Belgrad than England in face of a violation of Bel¬ 
gian neutrality. The same instinctive pride of a Great Power 
which compelled Vienna to throw down the glove compelled 
St. Petersburg to pick it up. 

Russia’s intervention in the Austro-Serb quarrel automatic¬ 
ally brought Germany into the fray. When Francis Joseph 
inquired whether he might rely on her support, Wilham II 
and his Chancellor answered without hesitation that he could. 
A refusal would have devitalized, if not actually destroyed, the 
partnership of 1879, which was the basis of German policy. 
The error was not in promising help but in allowing Austria 
alone to steer the ship. In entering on such a perilous voyage, 
the German Government should have insisted on consultation 
throughout, weighing every article in the ultimatum and dis¬ 
cussing every point in the reply. In a memorable passage in his 
Inflections and Recollections Bismarck declared that Germany 
could fight for the vital interests of Austria as a Great Power 
with a good conscience, but he would never have consented 
to allow the fate of his people to be decided by a foreign will. 
After recklessly throwing the reins on the neck of the Austrian 
steed, Bethmann strove in vain to hold it back. He was a 
great gentleman, but his lack of skill in the difficult art of 
diplomacy was a calamity. 

France played a smaller role in the days of decision than any 
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of the Great Powers of Europe except Italy. Closely tied to 
her ally as she was, her consent to Russian policy was taken for 
granted in St. Petersburg, and she was not even consulted 
about the order for general mobilization which enlarged an 
Austrian punitive expedition into a world war. Russia had 
been very lukewarm in the Agadir crisis, and France, whose 
relations with Austria had always been friendly, had no desire 
to fight; yet she had no choice but to follow where her partner 
led. In addition to her treaty obligations she knew that her 
neutrality would ensure German domination of the Continent. 
All she could do was to appeal to England for help. Every 
Frenchman longed for the recovery of the Rhine provinces, 
but few dreamed of unleashing a war for that purpose. 

The course taken by the British Government was equally 
clearly marked out by the declarations and decisions of the 
last ten years. 44 My God, Mr. Page, 59 exclaimed King George, 
44 what else could we do ? ” The violation of Belgian neutra¬ 
lity, which England, like Germany, was pledged to defend, 
roused the nation to righteous anger and supplied the theme of 
our ultimatum, but it was the occasion rather than the cause of 
a declaration of war. Though our only formal allies were Portu¬ 
gal and Japan, and though in theory we retained entire liberty 
of action, we had now thrown in our lot with France and 
Russia. Our diplomatic frontier was on the Rhine. Had we 
stood aside, the Central Powers would have won an easy 
victory and we should have found ourselves alone. France 
and Russia would have scorned us as false friends, who, after 
years of co-operation and expert discussions, deserted them at 
the crisis of their fate ; and the German menace, intensified by 
the collapse of the Triple Entente, would have compelled us to 
arm to the teeth on land and sea. Grey’s assurance to the 
House of Commons on August 3, 1914, that our hands were 
free was correct in form but inaccurate in substance, for his 
whole speech breathed the conviction that w r e should be not 
only endangered but disgraced if we left France in the lurch. 
Opinions will continue to differ as to the wisdom of the policy of 
Continentalism and as to the particular steps taken or omitted 
by him in the critical days. What is not in doubt is the 
sincerity of his efforts to avert the catastrophe and the practical 
impossibility of neutrality when they failed. In 1914, as in the 
Crimean War, as in the struggles against Louis XIV and 
Napoleon, as in 1939, we fought for the Balance of Power, in 
other words for our own survival and security. 

G 



82 THE DIPLOMATIC BACKGROUND OF 1914 

I 

CONVERSATION WITH KtlHLMANN, FEBRUARY 22, 1929 

(In English) 

K. Grey was a great gentleman and he sought peace, but he was 
not a strong man. I doubt if he was always his own master. 

7 . Of whom are you thinking ? 

7 C. Tyrrell. He was the strongest influence in the Foreign Office. 

7 . But do you consider he was anti-German ? 

K. No. He saw the danger of being tied too closely to France. 

7 . May I ask your opinion of Biilow and the Kaiser ? 

K. I have no respect for Biilow. He was a Kleber. He had no 
system or principles, except that he wanted to stay in office. I 
have always liked the Kaiser, and I wrote to him a week or two ago 
on his seventieth birthday. 

7 . I know that you deplored the Tirpitz policy. 

K. Yes. I agreed with Mctternich in deploring that policy, but 
I did not share his belief that failure to reach a naval agreement 
involved a total failure to improve Anglo-German relations. I 
preferred the discussion of concrete colonial problems. Lulu 
Harcourt and I sketched out a satisfactory African settlement. A 
naval agreement might have been possible after a colonial agree¬ 
ment. I always regarded the German desire for a neutrality formula 
as hopeless. 

7 . Grey inherited the commitment to France and therefore could 
not make real friends with Germany. 

7 C. Not at once. But with time the older French generation would 
die out and the younger would think less and less about Alsace- 
Lorraine. I was in close touch with Paris all those pre-war years, 
and several influential Frenchmen told me privately that they 
regarded Alsace-Lorraine as a closed question. 

7 . They never dared to say so publicly. 

K. Time would have helped. Bethmann’s Constitution of 1911 
was a step. The gradual cessation of complaints from Alsace- 
Lorraine to Paris would have made a rapprochement possible. I 
was at Tangier in 1905. I wished to get a good price for consenting 
to France having a free hand in Morocco. I was for hard bargain¬ 
ing but not for threatening. I was asked by French friends to 
suggest an arrangement. I replied that I thought Germany should 
yield on Morocco in return for the whole of the French Congo and 
the pre-emption of the Belgian Congo. 

7 . You anticipated Kiderlen’s idea of concentrating on a Central 
African Empire ? 

K. Yes. Holstein prevented such a bargain. He was the real 
author of the first Morocco crisis and Biilow could not stand up 
against him. 
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K . What did Sazonoff say to Grey at Balmoral in 1912 ? 

7. I am afraid I must not quote our documents after 1909 before 
they are published. 

K. He must have thoroughly alarmed Grey about a Balkan 
explosion; for the Foreign Office then became extremely anxious 
for Anglo-German co-operation. 

K . I was spending a week-end at Polesden Lacey (Mrs. Ronald 
Greville’s country house) about 1913. The visitors’ book there 
would give the date. Iswolsky was there. I shall never forget our 
conversation. He said Russia would give any terms to Germany if 
she would desert Austria and allow Russia to smash her. He was 
not anti-German, but he was passionately anxious for war with 
Austria. 

7 . What a curious legend it was that you were mischief-making 
in Ulster just before the war ! 

K. Yes. I was recalled from my leave in Germany ar the end of 
July, 1914. On reaching London I went to Haldane’s house on the 
afternoon of Sunday, August 2. I advised England to stand out at 
first, and then, after the first shock of arms, to dictate peace by a 
threat of intervention. Only thus could the war be localized and 
shortened, and the complete exhaustion of one side or the other be 
prevented. Haldane was interested, seemed to sympathize with the 
idea, and said he would bring it before the Cabinet for discussion. 
Grey now appeared, and I restated my view. He replied in effect 
that he had an honourable obligation to France. I was surprised 
by the picture of Haldane as warlike in Morley’s Memorandum on 
Resignation. His talk on August 2 with me was quite the reverse. 


K . The world war, in my view, was the war of the dissolution of 
the Austrian Empire. Franco-German relations would probably 
have improved with time, and Anglo-German relations were over 
the worst. Both these problems were infinitely simpler than the 
Austro-Russian antagonism. War was difficult to avert if Vienna, 
not Berlin, was in control. 

7 . As she was from the coming of Aehrenthal till 1914. 

K. Yes, except when Kiderlen was in command. Had he lived 
he would not have given Austria a blank cheque on July 5, 1914, 
and he would probably have prevented war. 

7 . Lichnowsky also thought that the war was caused by Berlin 
surrendering the leadership to Vienna. 

jPC. Lichnowsky had family reasons (through his father) as well as 
political conviction for his hostility to Austria. 

7 . Jagow denies that Berlin was taken in tow by Vienna. 

K . That is because he was in office himself, but it is true. 
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II 

CONVERSATION WITH JAGOW, FEBRUARY 27, 1929 
(In German) 

L Have you seen Sir Rennell R odd's very friendly references to 
you in the third volume of his Reminiscences ? 

J. Yes. I was always for good relations with England, and so 
was the Kaiser. He used to talk loudly and wildly, but I could 
always tell him what I thought when we were alone together. 
When I pointed out the objections to any policy or proposal, he 
was very reasonable. Tirpit2 had great influence, but Billow is 
chiefly to blame for the estrangement with England. He had no 
political principles, no system, except to stay in power. He did not 
dare to tell the Kaiser the truth. 

I. He had fallen from power before your appointment as Foreign 
Minister. Did you know him well ? 

J. Very well indeed. 

I. I fear Bethmann’s task was hopeless, and yours too. You 
were both called in too late. The harm was done. Equally I feel 
that Grey could not be friends with France and Germany at the 
same time. The choice had been made before he took office. 

/. Yes, the situation was pretty hopeless. War was practically 
inevitable, not necessarily in 1914 but some time. 

I. I regret Germany gave Austria, carte blanche on July 5, 1914, 
Of course you had to stand by her, but why did you not insist on 
her consulting you at every step ? 

J, We did not give her carte blanche . "We expected she would tell 
us about the ultimatum in good time. I was continually asking 
Szogenyi for news. 

L I think you ought to have asked not only to be informed but 
to have been consulted about the ultimatum, for it was obviously a 
dangerous path. Yet the Kaiser always said that the matter was 
entirely one for Francis Joseph to decide. And many believe that 
Tschirschky was a firebrand. What do you think of his rdle ? 

y. Tschirschky carried out bis instructions and did not exceed 
them, but he was a pessimist. He did not work or wish for war, but 
he expected it. 

I. Szogenyi reported to Vienna that, in telling him of Grey’s 
proposal for a Conference, you said that the German Government 
was not in favour of it, and only handed it on because you had to 
do so. You have denied this, but most people in England prefer 
Szogenyi’s report to your subsequent denial. 

J. I know that, but I never said anything of the sort. Szogenyi 
was really past work. Some time before Serajevo one of the Foreign 
Office officials said to me, “ Somebody must always look through 
Szogenyi’s reports before they go to Vienna.” I never said more to 
him than that we would not leave Austria in the lurch. 
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I. Grey believes that you, Bethmann and the Kaiser desired 
peace, but he thinks the military element wanted war and pushed 
you on. 

/. Nothing of the sort. Tirpitz was on holiday and was not 
consulted. Nor was Moltke consulted till the end. The control of 
our policy was entirely in civilian hands. 

L I regret you only put pressure on Austria so late. 

J. That would have been time enough if Russia had not made 
war inevitable. We had warned Russia of the effects of such a step. 
We did put pressure on Austria, but Grey never tried to hold Russia 
back. 

I. Grey says he had no locus standi. We were not allies, and he 
could do nothing more after the rejection of his plan for a confer¬ 
ence. He says you were the people to hold Austria back, as you 
were allies. He thinks there was no danger of you losing Austria 
if you had taken a strong line, for she could not do without you. 

J. That is not the case. She could make friends with France, and 
then reach some agreement with Russia about the Near East. 

I. Any such arrangement would have been a triumph for Russia. 
We think you could and should have pressed Austria more strongly, 
just as you think we could and should have pressed Russia. Each 
of us feared the loss of our friend or ally. The European system 
was the main cause of the war. Germany was dragged in by Aus¬ 
tria, England and France by Russia. It was an East European 
quarrel. 

J. That is so. 



BRITISH DIPLOMACY BEFORE 1914 IN 
THE LIGHT OF THE ARCHIVES 

A MONG the manifold results of the war of 1914-1918 was the 
opening of the archives. The Bolshevists led the way by 
the publication of secret treaties revealing the Imperialist 
ambitions of the Tsar and his allies. The Germans followed 
suit with the “ Kautsky documents ” on the outbreak of the 
war, and proceeded to unveil the story of German diplomacy 
from the creation of the Empire in the colossal enterprise 
known as Die Grosse Polztik. The German editors’ hope that 
their example might be followed by the victorious Powers 
was speedily fulfilled. In 1924 Ramsay MacDonald decided 
to break the seals ; and Professor Temperley and I were 
invited to select documents illustrating British statesmanship 
from 1898 to 1914. It was well understood that we should 
have a free hand. Not only did the Foreign Office make no 
difficulties, but it supported our resistance to attempts by more 
than one foreign Power to secure the omission of documents. 
Had these attempts succeeded we should have resigned. In 
1926 Poincare announced the decision to publish the French 
documents between the wars of 1870 and 1914. The German 
and British undertakings are complete, but the French is still 
in progress. In 1930 the Austrians presented us with eleven 
thousand documents on the last six years of peace. In 1928 
the Russians announced a large-scale revelation, beginning 
with the last three years of Nicholas II, and the first volume of 
the German translation appeared in 1930. Italy alone of the 
Great Powers keeps her treasures under lock and key. 

Well over a hundred massive volumes of this official material 
lie before us. So far as diplomacy is concerned, we know the 
mind and face of Europe during the generation before the 
World War as we know no other epoch in history. Verdicts on 
men, policies and events will continue to differ, for there is no 
absolute standard of political wisdom and virtue, but uncer¬ 
tainty as to what actually occurred is at an end. Bismarck 
used to say that true history could not be written from official 
documents, since the historian is not always aware what was in 
the minds of their authors ; but it is equally true that history 
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cannot be written without them. Moreover, the various 
series I have mentioned contain an overwhelming mass of 
material never intended for the public eye. With the aid of 
private correspondence, departmental memoranda and con¬ 
fidential minutes, we are enabled to watch the makers of history 
at work, to reconstruct the development of situations and ideas. 
Biographies, autobiographies and diaries cannot be neglected ; 
public declarations and parliamentary debates must be kept in 
view. But the only solid foundation for our knowledge of 
international contacts is the material which records from day 
to day, and sometimes from hour to hour, the impressions, the 
anxieties, the plans and the decisions of the men at the helm. 
I have attempted to reconstruct pre-War Europe in the light 
of the new evidence in my book. Before the War, and have sum¬ 
marized the sources in Recent Revelations of European Diplomacy. 

Let us first cast our eyes farther back. The two governing 
urges of the British people for the last four centuries have been 
the development of ordered liberty at home and expansion 
overseas. Since geography is the mother of history, our pitch 
on the north-western fringe of the Continent is the master-key 
to our diplomacy. To make and to hold an Empire it was 
essential to secure and maintain supremacy at sea. “What 
shall we do to be saved in this world ? ” asked Halifax the 
Trimmer. “ There is no other answer but this : Look to your 
moat. The first article of an Englishman’s political creed 
must be that he believeth in the sea.” These words were 
written in 1694. Next to naval supremacy our course has been 
shaped by the doctrine of the Balance of Power. There are 
various interpretations of this celebrated formula. To my 
mind it means the determination, partly conscious and partly 
instinctive, to resist by diplomacy or arms the growth of any 
European State at once so formidable and so potentially hostile 
as to threaten our national liberties, the security of our shores, 
the safety of our commerce or the integrity of our foreign 
possessions. Long before the invention of the aeroplane we 
were too close to the Continent to be indifferent to its concerns. 
We grappled at different times with Spain, France, Russia and 
Imperial Germany. Readers of Mr. Churchill’s epic will 
remember Marlborough’s conviction that he was fighting; 
not for territory, but to prevent the domination of Europe by 
Louis XIV ; and he did not fight in vain. 

After the fall of Napoleon we were united in desiring to keep 
our hands free, to trust to our fleet for the security which other 
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States sought in alliances and conscript armies, to plunge into 
the fray only if our vital interests appeared to demand it or 
treaty obligations were at stake. The policy familiarly known 
as splendid isolation, or, as I prefer to call it, the free hand, 
seemed the wisest course till the close of the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury, and Salisbury stood by it till the end of his career. The 
face of Europe was continually changing, and he felt no con¬ 
fidence in any Continental Power. He shared Palmerston’s 
conviction that England has no eternal friendships and no 
eternal enmities, only eternal interests. As the old chess¬ 
player bent over the board he congratulated himself on his 
liberty to choose his moves. In his own unconventional 
phraseology, “ British policy is to float lazily downstream, 
occasionally putting out a diplomatic boat-hook to avoid 
collisions.” 

Salisbury was typically English in disliking large-scale 
commitments and in his readiness for a deal. The first signifi¬ 
cant revelation in British Documents on the Origins of the War 
1898-1914 is his proposal to Russia for a delimitation of 
spheres of influence in China and Turkey, a promising overture 
terminated by the seizure of Port Arthur in 1898. When, 
however, we were invited by Germany in 1901 to enter the 
Triple Alliance, he argued in an impressive memorandum 
that the liability of having to defend German and Austrian 
frontiers were heavier than that of having to defend the Btitish 
Isles against France. The German Ambassador spoke of our 
isolation as becoming a serious danger for us, but it would 
hardly be wise to incur novel and most onerous obligations in 
order to guard against an imaginary danger. Lansdownc was 
more ready than his chief to consider some limited scheme of 
Anglo-German association, but he was equally opposed to 
entanglement in the meshes of the Triple Alliance. There is a 
direct conflict of testimony between the German and British 
documents as to which side initiated the alliance discussions. 
Eckardstein declares it was Lansdowne, Lansdowne attributes 
it to Eckardstein. I prefer the testimony of the Foreign 
Secretary, not because he was our own countryman, but 
because Eckardstein was hampered by the injunctions 
of Holstein. Whoever started it, the project of an Anglo- 
German alliance collapsed and was never revived. 

The most important revelations in our early volumes enable 
us to reconstruct in detail the formation of the Entente Cor- 
diale. The years 1902-4 witnessed two epoch-making changes 
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in our history. In the first place, with the annexation of the 
Transvaal and the Orange Free State, following closely on the 
conquest of the Sudan, the greatest Empire in the world be¬ 
came at last territorially satiated. It makes all the difference 
to a nation’s policy if it is reasonably contented with its place 
in the sun. Henceforth our chief task was to keep what we 
had and to develop our resources. The second transforma¬ 
tion was the swing over to Continental commitments. Cham¬ 
berlain was not alone in sensing the perils of isolation at the 
turn of the century. The new course, however, which was a 
continuous process, not a single event, was due to foreign 
initiatives rather than to a deliberate shift of purpose. The 
Anglo-Japanese alliance of 1902 was an offshoot of Japan’s 
rivalry with Russia for the mastery of the Far East, and the 
protracted negotiations which led to the Anglo-French treaty 
of 1904 were the fruit of Delcasse’s craving for Morocco. That 
our price was the recognition of our occupation of Egypt was 
an unwelcome surprise to him, but he had no means of escape. 

Which side got the best of the bargain ? Each Government 
announced that it had gained its essential demands and 
incurred no serious sacrifice. The kernel of the whole transac¬ 
tion was the Egypt-Morocco deal, on which the verdict of 
Lord Cromer, who took a leading part in the discussions, 
is of peculiar weight. When a deadlock occurred in January, 
1904, he was terrified at the possibility of losing the glittering 
prize that was almost within his grasp, and he intervened with 
a telegram urging concessions. “ I have little doubt from 
what I hear on the spot that the danger of a breakdown of the 
negotiations is serious. ... It has to be borne in mind that 
the French concessions to us in Egypt are in reality far more 
valuable than those we are making to them in Morocco. More¬ 
over they can greatly hamper us here, whereas if they choose 
they can carry out their Morocco policy without our help.” 
The most piquant feature of this episode, as we learn from the 
French documents, is that Paul Cambon pulled the strings to 
which Cromer danced. For it was at his suggestion that the 
French Charge in Cairo was instructed to tell Cromer, as if the 
warning came from himself, that the Egyptian settlement de¬ 
pended on adequate compensation for the surrender of French 
treaty rights in the Newfoundland fisheries. The ingenious 
plan worked without a hitch. 

When the reconciliation had taken place, the detente became 
an entente which the French unceasingly strove to turn into an 
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alliance. It was an exciting quest for the editors to attempt to 
trace the origin of the legend of an offer of an alliance, and we 
discovered that no such offer was ever made by the British 
Government. Lansdowne merely observed to Paul Cambon; 
after the Kaiser’s visit to Tangier, that the two Governments 
should keep one another fully informed and should, so far as 
possible, discuss contingencies in advance. His words were 
repeated in a letter, interpreted by the French Ambassador as an 
invitation to a general entente which would in fact amount to 
an alliance. Delcass6 accordingly informed his colleagues at his 
last Cabinet on June 6, 1905, that an alliance had been offered, 
and he reiterated the statement to the end of his life. It is a 
curious instance of an experienced statesman taking the wish 
for the deed. He was doubtless misled by the fact that the 
Franco-Russian alliance germinated from the formula of con¬ 
sultation in 1891. 

France failed to secure her alliance, but events came to her 
aid. Her apprehensions on the eve of the Algeciras Conference 
induced the British Government to sanction non-committal 
conversations between military and naval experts. A formal 
promise of military support in the event of an unprovoked 
German attack was refused ; but the authorization of military 
conversations was a new departure of the utmost importance, 
and should have been reported to the Cabinet at the earliest 
opportunity. “ I do not like the stress laid upon joint pre¬ 
parations,” wrote Campbell-Bannerman. “ It comes very 
close to an honourable undertaking.” The French request, 
in my opinion, could not have been declined ; but Grey never 
seemed quite able to realize how far he had gone in trans¬ 
forming the limited treaty obligation of diplomatic support 
in the Morocco question into a working partnership, which 
after the Agadir crisis became a defensive alliance in all but 
name. What was dimly recognized in London was more 
clearly understood in Paris and Berlin. Rosebery expressed 
apprehension at our Continental entanglements, but he stood 
alone. Salisbury was dead, and the policy of splendid isolation 
was buried in his grave. 

In the autumn of 1906, during the lull which followed the 
anxieties of Algeciras, Eyre Crowe compiled his celebrated 
“ Memorandum on the Present State of British Relations with 
France and Germany.” It is the longest document in our 
collection, filling twenty-two large pages of small print. 
Copies were circulated at the time to the members of the 
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Cabinet, and I had my first sight of it twenty years ago in 
Lord Morley’s library at Wimbledon. The German translator 
of the British Documents , Hermann Lutz, has written a little 
book called Crowe, the Evil Spirit of the Foreign Office , and his 
influence cannot be ignored by any student of the period. 
Grey, it is true, while listening to his advisers, kept the final 
decisions in his own hands. Yet we must not under-estimate 
the significance in the formation of policy and opinion of a 
man whose Germanophobe attitude was so pronounced, 
whose pen was so active, and whose ability was so great. 
Grey himself described him as anti-German. No one would 
dream of comparing him with Holstein, whose figure was 
shrouded in mystery, for British Civil Servants do not play 
tricks with their chief. Yet it is no exaggeration to say that, 
as Holstein towers above the officials of the Wilhelmstrasse, 
so Crewe stands out in sharp relief. His discovery by a larger 
public at home and abroad is due to the British Documents on 
the Origins of the War . 

The Crowe Memorandum begins with a sketch of the mak 
ing of the Anglo-French entente and of Germany’s attempts to 
destroy the tender plant before it took root. It had begun as a 
friendly settlement of outstanding disputes, but as a result of 
the Morocco crisis there had emerged an element of common 
resistance to dictation and aggression. The Algeciras Act had 
settled the Morocco problem for the moment, but a far larger 
question remained. Was the antagonism to Germany into 
which England had been led on this occasion without her wish 
or intention a passing incident, or was it a symptom of some 
deep-seated natural opposition between the policies and 
interests of the two countries ? Crowe adopts the latter 
alternative, and relates his attitude to the two traditional 
principles of British policy, namely maritime supremacy and 
the Balance of Power. Its general character, he reminds us, 
is determined by our position as an island State, with a vast 
overseas empire whose existence and survival depend on naval 
supremacy. Sea-power is more potent than land-power, 
because it is as pervading as the element in which it moves and 
has its being. A predominant maritime State which abused its 
power would be liable to be overthrown by a general com¬ 
bination. In our case the danger has been averted—and can 
only be averted—by harmonizing our policy with the interests 
of as many other nations as possible. How is this to be done ? 
By maintaining their independence. England is the’natural 
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enemy of any country threatening the independence of others, 
and the natural protector of the weaker communities. The 
only check on a powerful and aggressive State is the existence 
of an equally formidable rival or a league of defence. The 
equilibrium established by such a grouping of forces is tech¬ 
nically known as the Balance of Power, and it has become 
almost an historical truism to identify England’s policy with 
the maintenance of this balance by throwing her weight now 
in this scale and now in that, but ever on the side opposed to 
the dictatorship of the strongest single State or group at a 
given time. If this view , of British policy is correct, our 
opposition to any country aspiring to such a dictatorship 
assumes almost the form of a law of nature. 

Crowe, needless to say, had Germany in mind, and the 
larger part of the Memorandum is devoted to her history and 
ambitions. England, he declares, seeks no quarrels, and will 
never give her cause for legitimate offence. But can we be 
equally certain that she will never desire to destroy and 
supplant the British Empire ? In such a matter we could run 
no risks. There was no thought whatever of hemming her in 
or clipping her wings. “ It cannot be good policy for Eng¬ 
land to thwart such a process of development where it does 
not directly conflict either with British interests or with those 
of other nations to which England is bound by solemn treaty 
obligations. Nor was it our place to oppose Germany’s 
building as large a fleet as she wished. Any attempt to dictate 
would stimulate her to fresh efforts. The best method was to 
show by ocular demonstration that for every German ship 
we should lay down two. The policy of graceful concessions, 
either to Germany or to any other Power, was a mistake. 
The opposition she met at Algeciras would probably make 
her more careful to avoid fresh disagreements. In this attitude 
she will be encouraged if she meets on England’s part with 
unvarying courtesy and consideration in all matters of common 
concern, but also with a prompt and firm refusal to enter into 
any one-sided bargains or arrangements, and the most 
unbending determination to uphold British rights and inter¬ 
ests in every quarter of the globe. There will be no surer or 
quicker way to win the respect of the German Government 
and the German nation.” 

These are the closing words of this impressive Memoran¬ 
dum. We can imagine German readers complaining that its 
tone was rather self-righteous, and that in his historical 
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illustrations the author was disinclined to give Germany the 
benefit of the doubt. Lord Sanderson, who had been 
Permanent Under-Secretary for many years before his retire¬ 
ment in 1906, found it unduly severe, and challenged some of 
its details. The history of German policy towards this coun¬ 
try, he maintained, was not the unchequered record of black 
deeds which the Memorandum seemed to portray. We had 
often co-operated in a friendly way. But the Germans were 
very tight bargainers, and they had earned the nickname of 
“ les juifs de la diplomatic.” Germany was a young Power, 
and it was inevitable that she should be somewhat arrogant 
and impatient; but she was not ungrateful for friendly 
support. “ A great and growing nation cannot be repressed. 
... It would be a misfortune that she should be led to be¬ 
lieve that in whatever direction she seeks to expand she will 
find the British lion in her path. There must be places in 
which German enterprise can find a field without injury to 
any important British interests, and it would seem wise that 
in any policy of development which takes due account of these 
interests she should be allowed to expect our good will.” 
Crowe replied to his veteran critic, but Sanderson’s presen¬ 
tation of Anglo-German contacts seems to me the more 
judicial. 

Not long afterwards, when the Casablanca crisis of 1908 
seemed to bring Europe within sight of war. Grey asked 
Crowe for a Memorandum on Belgian neutrality. The docu¬ 
ment, published in our eighth volume, took a very strict view 
of British obligations. The neutrality of Belgium, he argues, 
was guaranteed not merely because it was a Belgian interest, 
but because it was an interest of the guaranteeing Powers*. 
Why else should so onerous a commitment have been in¬ 
curred ? Even if her neutrality was violated with her conniv¬ 
ance, each of the guaranteeing Powers had the right and the 
duty to call on its partners to join in enforcing the maintenance 
of neutrality. Still more interesting than this weighty memo¬ 
randum is the comment on it by Sir Charles Hardmge, the 
Permanent Under-Secretary: " The liability undoubtedly 
exists as stated above. But whether we should be called upon 
to carry out our obligation and to vindicate the neutrality of 
Belgium in opposing its violation must necessarily depend on 
our policy and the circumstances of the moment. Supposing 
that France violated the neutrality of Belgium in a war against 
Germany, it is, under present circumstances, doubtful whether 
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England or Russia would move a finger to maintain Belgian 
neutrality, while if the neutrality of Belgium were violated by 
Germany it is probable that the converse would be the case. ,> 
This brief minute, which appeared to suggest a rather 
cynical opportunism, attracted more attention in the press 
than any other of our revelations. Grey wrote to The Times 
to explain that the minutes and memoranda of permanent 
officials were not authoritative documents, since the writers 
had no responsibility for ultimate decisions and policy. His 
own attitude to the problem of Belgian neutrality, as he 
showed by quotations, had never weakened or changed. 

An agreement with Russia was the natural, and indeed 
almost inevitable, sequel to our reconciliation with France. 
When the Morocco crisis was over, the discussions begun by 
Lansdowne and Benckendorff were resumed by Grey. Formal 
negotiations started when the Anglophil Iswolsky succeeded 
the colourless Lamsdorff as Russian Foreign Minister in 1906, 
and Nicolson^ our new Ambassador, arrived in St. Petersburg 
with proposals relating to Tibet. Whereas the Anglo-French 
treaty had sponged the whole slate clean, the Anglo-Russian 
discussions were confined to the Middle East* The story of 
sixteen months, culminating in the Convention of August, 
1907, fills our fourth volume, which is the historian’s only 
source, since the Russian material is not yet available. British 
strategy throughout was to make sacrifices* in North Persia 
while inviting them in Tibet and Afghanistan. There was no 
enthusiasm for the settlement in either country, for the 
Tsarist system was detested by Englishmen. The depth of the 
ideological gulf was revealed in the stormy debate on the eve 
of the King’s journey to Reval, which, as a young Member of 
Parliament, I was privileged to hear. The Convention and the 
visit, declared Grey, hung together, and if it were vetoed he 
would resign. He spoke throughout as a Realpolitiker. He 
disliked pogroms and executions as much as the rest of us, 
and a great deal more than he admitted in despatches and 
debate ; but he declined to sacrifice a new and valuable 
friendship to such scruples. While his critics were denouncing 
Russian misrule, his eyes were fixed on the darkening clouds 
in the North Sea. 

What happened at Reval ? Here is the vital passage in Sir 
Charles Hardinge’s account of what he said to Iswolsky : 
“ Though the attitude of His Majesty’s Government was and 
had been absolutely correct, it was impossible to ignore the 
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fact that, owing to the unnecessarily large increase in the 
German naval programme, a deep distrust in England of 
Germany’s future intentions had been created. This distrust 
would be still further accentuated with the progress of time, 
the realization of the German programme, and the increase of 
taxation in England entailed by the necessary naval counter¬ 
measures. In seven or eight years’ time a critical situation 
might arise in which Russia, if strong in Europe, might be the 
arbiter of peace, and have much more influence in securing 
the peace of the world than at any Hague Conference. For 
this reason it was absolutely necessary that England and Russia 
should maintain towards each other the same cordial and 
friendly relations as now exist between England and France, 
which, in the case of England and Russia, are moreover 
inspired by an identity of interests of which a solution of the 
Macedonian problem was not the. least.” 

l iere was a direct invitation to turn the detente of 1907 into an 
entente , based on our confidence that in the hour of danger 
Russia would be on our side. Since Germany’s strength and 
ambition seemed likely to threaten our security, Russia 
would prove a very useful counter in the other scale. It is 
the familiar story of the Balance of Power. 

British policy in the sixteen crowded years illustrated by 
the British Documents falls into two chapters. The first, lasting 
from Chamberlain’s informal conversations on an Anglo- 
German alliance in 1898 to the Reval visit in 1908, witnessed 
our entry into the Continental system. The second, covering 
the last six years of peace, confronted us with the task of 
maintaining and developing the Triple Entente. There are 
no more striking items in our fifth volume, on the Bosnian 
crisis, than the private letters between Nicolson and his chief 
when in March, 1909, Iswolsky accepted the annexation as the 
result of what he called a diplomatic ultimatum from Berlin. 
The Ambassador, whom King Edward regarded as the best 
horse in our diplomatic stable, wrote angrily about the sudden 
collapse, and added: “ Our entente, I much fear, will languish 
and possibly die. If it were possible to extend and strengthen 
it by bringing it nearer to the nature of an alliance, it would 
then be possible to deter Russia from moving towards 
Berlin. . . . The ultimate aims of Germany surely are, 
without doubt, to obtain the preponderance on the Continent 
of Europe, and when she is strong enough—and apparently 
she is making very strenuous efforts to become so—she will 
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enter on a contest with us for maritime supremacy. In past 
times we have had to fight Holland, Spain, and France for this 
supremacy, and personally I am convinced that sooner or 
later we shall have to repeat the same struggle with Germany. 
If we could keep France and Russia on our side, it would be 
well.” 

Grey replied that it was impracticable to change our 
agreements into alliances : “ The feeling here about definite 
commitment to a Continental war on unforeseeable conditions 
would be too dubious to permit us to make an alliance. 
Russia too must make her internal government less reaction¬ 
ary. Till she does, liberal sentiment here will remain very 
cool, and even those who are not sentimental will not believe 
that she can purge her administration sufficiently to become a 
strong and reliable Power. Meanwhile let us keep an entente 
with Russia in the sense of keeping in touch, so that our 
diplomatic action may be in accord and in mutual support.” 
Grey knew the sentiments of the House of Commons and 
Nicolson did not. 

One of the obvious reasons against turning the Triple 
Entente into a Triple Alliance was that it would confirm the 
German fear of encirclement and ruin any chance of recon¬ 
ciliation with Berlin. Grey was never very sanguine about a 
rapprochement, and the first Morocco crisis had emphasized 
the tragic impossibility of being real friends with France and 
Germany at the same time. Moreover he profoundly dis¬ 
trusted Biilow, and, like the rest of us, he had no exalted 
opinion of the wisdom of William II. Yet he never abandoned 
hope of a tolerable relationship, and our sixth volume is the 
record of his attempts to obtain it. In 1908 we made the first 
and last formal proposal to abate the naval rivalry which was 
getting on our nerves. Sir Charles Hardinge, who accom¬ 
panied the King to Cronberg, was instructed to have a frank 
talk with the Kaiser. “ If the German fleet ever becomes 
superior to ours,” ran the Foreign Office memorandum 
drawn up for his guidance, “ the German army can conquer 
this country. There is no corresponding risk of this kind to 
Germany ; for however superior our fleet, no naval victory 
would bring us any nearer Berlin.” There was no need for a 
formal agreement. “ If it could be shown that, as a result of 
the interview between the two sovereigns, a slackening of 
activity in the building programmes of the two navies had 
ensued, there is no doubt that the state of unrest prevailing 



BRITISH DIPLOMACY BEFORE 1914 97 

in Europe due to apprehensions in England and Germany 
would be greatly appeased, and this would be of more value 
to the peace of the world than any entente based on the 
settlement of territorial or commercial questions/’ In the 
decisive conversation with Hardinge on August n, 1908, 
the Kaiser sharply declared that modification of his ship¬ 
building programme was impossible, and that discussion of a 
question involving national honour could not be allowed. 
This brief interview was a turning-point in the history of 
British diplomacy. During his first two years of office, 
Grey’s main anxiety arose from the strained relations between 
Paris and Berlin. From 1908 onwards the storm-centre 
shifted from the Eastern frontier of France to the North Sea. 
Once again the old cry rang through the land : “ Look to 
your moat.” 

The naval scare of the spring of 1909 followed, based on 
rumours of stealthy German acceleration, and in the summer 
of the same year Bethmann Hollweg succeeded Biilow as 
Chancellor. His first step was to declare his readiness for a 
naval arrangement as part of a general understanding. His 
sincerity was manifest, but the coupling of a naval agreement 
with a political formula ruined the scheme. “ To do with 
Germany what has not been done with Russia and France,” 
wrote Grey to Goschen, “ would look as if we were intending 
to change friends. I want a good understanding with Ger¬ 
many, but it must be one which will not imperil those we have 
with France and Russia. I should have thought some formula 
could be found to which they might also be parties. That 
would be the best and the most reassuring solution, though 
I see that the French could not be a party to anything which 
looked like confirming the loss of Alsace-Lorraine.” From 
this standpoint he never moved during the three years of 
negotiation which lay ahead. While the Germans asked for a 
neutrality formula, we invited them to reduce their ship¬ 
building programme and offered nothing beyond a promise of 
non-aggression. Interrupted for several months by the 
Agadir crisis in 1911, the discussion was resumed during the 
Haldane mission to Berlin in February, 1912, and continued 
after his return. The old obstacles proved insurmountable, 
for each side asked more than the other was prepared to grant. 
Both the British appeal of 1908 and the German approach of 
1909 had failed. 

Only once did Grey attempt a comprehensive and con- 

H 
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fidential picture of the international situation as he saw it—in a 
speech, printed in our sixth volurrie, delivered at a meeting of 
the Committee of Imperial Defence on May 26, 1911, to 
which the Dominion delegates to the Imperial Conference 
were invited. Separate Dominion navies, he began, necessi¬ 
tated a common foreign policy for the Empire, generally 
understood and approved. What really determined our 
policy was the question of sea-power. Next to our navy, we 
had sought safety in terminating our quarrels with France and 
Russia. Unfortunately our relations with Germany deterior¬ 
ated as those with France and Russia improved. If, as he 
hoped, an improvement occurred, it would have to be a 
friendship into which we could take our friends. There was 
only one danger—that some Power or group of Powers 
should pursue what he called the Napoleonic policy, separating 
other States from each other, crushing them one by one, and 
forcing them into its orbit. In such an event the weaker 
Powers would appeal to us to help them. “ Our hands arc 
free. . . . But I do feel this very strongly, that if such a 
situation should arise, and there was a risk of all the Powers or 
a group of Powers acquiring such a dominating position in 
Europe that it would be the arbiter, not only of peace or war, 
but of the diplomacy of all the other Powers of Europe, and 
if while that process was going on we were appealed to for 
help and sat by and looked on and did nothing, then people 
ought to realize that the result would be one great combination 
in Europe, outside which we should be left without a friend. 
. . . There will be no aggression on our part. If we are ever 
involved in trouble, it will not be for the sake of any ideas of 
aggrandisement or ambition or any other vain empty things 
of that kind.” 

After thus proclaiming the orthodox doctrine of naval 
supremacy and the balance of power, Grey proceeded to 
survey the map of Europe. We were on the best of terms with 
France and Russia. With Austria our relations were quite 
good, though we seldom came in contact with her. With 
Italy we had always been excellent friends. With Germany 
there was only one difficulty, the fleet, but it was a very great 
one. France and Russia were most peacefully disposed, and 
we were continually explaining that we did not wish them to 
have a quarrel with Germany : “ You need be under no 
apprehension that our relations with France and Russia will 
ever be made a cause of provocation in policy. If Germany 
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is content with the great strength she is getting, that strength 
which will make her so strong that there is no question of any 
Power or group of Powers in Europe provoking a quarrel 
with her, then everything will go well. If she was to use that 
strength, which I do not for the moment suppose she would, 
to obtain the dominating Napoleonic position in Europe, then 
I think there would be trouble.” 

Had Grey been speaking on the morrow instead of on the 
eve of the Agadir crisis, his picture would have had darker 
shadows. For the policy of Germany during the summer of 
1911 strengthened his suspicions that she was pursuing what 
he called Napoleonic aims. 

While the search for a political and naval agreement was 
abandoned as hopeless in the spring of 1912, Anglo-German 
exchanges shifted from battleships and neutrality to regional 
pacts. The discussions on the Bagdad railway and the 
Portuguese colonies fill many hundred pages in our tenth 
volume. Agreement was reached in both cases, but the 
welcome ditente changed nothing in the structure of Europe. 
Since Agadir the Franco-German antagonism was worse than 
ever. The year which opened with the Haldane Mission 
closed with the Mediterranean Agreement and the Grcy- 
Cambon letters. The formula of consultation, which France 
requested and obtained, seemed to Grey, though not to 
Poincare, to change nothing. When, moreover, France left 
her northern coasts exposed, and we no longer depended 
entirely on our own strength in the Mediterranean, the 
conclusion seemed inescapable that we were allies in every¬ 
thing but name. 

In December; 1912, when the Balkan conflagration seemed 
likely to spread, Prince Henry of Prussia visited King George 
V at Sandringham and asked him a question point-blank. 
In the event of Germany and Austria going to war with 
Russia and France, would England come to the assistance of 
the two latter Powers ? “ I answered undoubtedly Yes in 
certain circumstances,” reported the King to Grey. “ He 
professed surprise and regret, but. did not ask what the certain 
circumstances were. He said he would tell the Emperor what 
I had told him. Of course Germany must know that we w r ould 
not allow either of our friends to be crippled.” 

Grey approved the reply and explained his own attitude : 
“ Your Majesty's Government is not committed in the event 
of war, and the public opinion of this country is, so far as Sir 
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Edward Grey can judge, very averse to a war arising out of a 
quarrel about Servia. But if Austria attacked Servia aggres¬ 
sively, and Germany attacked Russia if she came to the 
assistance of Servia, and if France were then involved, it might 
become necessary for England to fight; as the German 
Chancellor said that Germany would fight for the defence of 
her position and for the protection of her own future and 
security.” Here was the doctrine of the Balance of Power in 
its purest form, though the phrase was never used. 

While Anglo-German relations steadily improved owing to 
trustful co-operation throughout the Balkan wars, Franco- 
German relations remained tense and Russia’s relations to the 
Central Powers grew steadily worse. The appointment of 
Liman von Sanders to the command of the First Turkish Army 
Corps in Constantinople at the end of 1913 created a storm of 
anger in St. Petersburg. Though the German Government 
gave way, Grey’s lukewarm sympathy was resented by 
Sazonoff, who resolved to put a little more backbone into the 
Triple Entente if he could. Benckendorff explained to his 
chief, in a striking private letter published in the Russian 
documents, why Grey had not been able to do more. Public 
opinion was opposed even to an alliance with France. Nicol- 
son himself, who desired it, confessed that it was impossible. 
A fortnight later the Ambassador added a few touches to the 
picture. He shared his chief’s desire for an alliance as the 
natural conclusion of the entente. It was the general wish in 
British military and naval circles : it was represented on the 
front benches and in the Foreign Office. “ You will be sur¬ 
prised at my conviction that Grey would do it to-morrow if he 
could. But he belongs to the class of people who rarely speak 
about things till they are ripe.” The difficulty, he added, was 
immense. A terrible insularity still remained. Englishmen 
would only wake up on the eve of a tremendous crisis. The 
situation could not be forced. Sazonoff was wrong to talk of 
the blindness of Grey. “ The menace of German hegemony 
is always in his thoughts, and he anxiously follows its advance. 
Do not believe he is blind. Far from it. He seems much 
more irresolute than he is. . . . He feels very strongly that he 
is the pillar and the born champion of the entente to which 
his whole policy and his own future are welded.” 

The approaching visit of King George V to Paris provided 
Russia with the desired opportunity for drawing closer to 
England. On April 3, 1914, the Tsar told Buchanan that he 
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would like a defensive alliance, or at any rate an arrangement 
like that existing between England and France, agreeing what 
each country would do in certain eventualities. It would be 
useful to arrange for the co-operation of the fleets. Nicolson 
thought that a discussion on the French model between the 
naval staffs, without in any way binding the Governments, 
would have great advantages. Grey’s reaction was more 
cautious. “ If the French agreed, we might let the Russians 
know what has passed between military and naval authorities 
on each side, but we had better postpone discussion of any¬ 
thing as long as we can.” There was, however, no escape 
from our importunate friends. Nicolson was informed that 
Sazonoff had asked Doumergue, the Premier and Foreign 
Minister, to speak to Grey about a defensive alliance or a 
naval convention. “ It is a very delicate matter,” minuted 
Grey on Nicolson’s report, “ and I am glad to be warned, but 
it is possible that it is the French who have inspired the 
Russians with the idea. It is curious that the Russians should 
be suggesting more than the French have got from us.” 

For the first and last time Grey accompanied the Sovereign 
on a State visit, and the intimacy of the Anglo-French entente 
was emphasized in every possible way. His report of the 
conversations is brief and colourless, but the French docu¬ 
ments provide a detailed account by Doumergue himself. 
Here is a brief summary : 

Doumergue : We have confidence in the friendship of 
England, and I am sure she would not fail us in the hour of 
peril. I merely remark how abnormal it is that, while France 
has naval arrangements with England and Russia, there is no 
co-ordination between the three. Could not England do with 
Russia what she has done with us ? 

Grey : As regards military" co-operation we have done all 
we can with you. 

Doumergue : Of course, and therefore I only have naval 
activity in mind. Your country and mine have envisaged the 
co-operation of our squadrons in the North Sea. That is no 
obstacle to co-operation with Russia in the Baltic. Indeed, 
the latter is the logical consequence of the former. 

Grey : Very well, we might begin by telling Russia of the 
conversations between our General Staffs and then ask : 
What have you to say ? 

Doumergue : I quite approve this procedure. 

Grey ; I will speak to Asquith and recommend the plan. 
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As regards France no English Government would refuse 
military and naval aid if she were unjustly menaced and 
attacked. But with Russia it is quite different. With her size 
and her immense reserves of man-power, people believe she 
could victoriously resist German aggression. 

Doumrgue : There is a pro-German party in Russia—Witte 
is a member—which favours an entente at Austria’s expense. 
If you converse with Russia, and if our three Naval General 
Staffs have joint discussions, Russia, finding herself tied more 
closely to us, would be better able to resist German ap¬ 
proaches. Do you not think there might be an exchange of 
letters in which we would agree that, if one of the three countries 
found itself suddenly menaced, or if the general situation made 
it appear necessary, a conversation a trois would immediately 
take place ? 

Grey : I do not reject the idea, but we must proceed 
methodically. We could examine that after we have com¬ 
municated to Russia our conversations relating to naval co¬ 
operation. 

The Russians asked for it, wrote Grey afterwards, the 
French pressed it, and we saw no reason to refuse provided 
that the whole transaction was strictly within the limits laid 
down in the Grey-Cambon letters. It would indeed have been 
as difficult to decline the Russian suggestion in 1914 as to 
rebuff the French in 1906. Yet the proviso that expert con¬ 
versations left the discretion of the Governments unimpaired 
failed once again to prevent enhanced expectations of support. 
Grey passes rather too lightly over the incident in his Me¬ 
moirs. Our partners in the Triple Entente were delighted at 
the readiness with which we accepted their plan. England 
saw no need for an alliance, reported Benckendorff to his 
chief, but she realized that, if the worst occurred, she w r ould 
none the less have to march. When the ensuing discussions 
between British and Russian naval experts began, he joyfully 
reported that the Triple Entente had at last become a reality. 
Cambon, he added, had helped with hands and feet. The fly in 
the ointment was the fact that the negotiations were betrayed 
by a member of the Russian Embassy in London, and were 
revealed by Theodor Wolff in the Berliner Tageblatt at the 
instance of the Wilhelmstrasse. 

The story of our diplomacy in the last years of peace as 
revealed by the archives is a crescendo of commitments. The 
alliance with Japan in 1902, the promise of diplomatic support 
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to France in Morocco in the treaty of 1904, Lansdowne’s 
invitation to continuous discussion of contingencies in 1905, 
the authorization of non-binding discussions between naval 
and military experts in 1906, Hardinge’s conversations with 
Iswolsky at Reval in 1908, Mr. Lloyd George’s Mansion House 
speech in 1911, the Mediterranean Agreement and the Grey- 
Cambon letters in 1912, the naval discussions with Russia in 
the summer of 1914—here were milestones along the road to 
full co-operation with France and Russia in the event of war. 
When the hour of decision arrived, Grey had no more doubt 
where our honour and interests lay than his official advisers, 
Nicolson and Crowe, though for constitutional reasons his 
pace was not as quick as they desired. There is no more 
arresting document in our eleventh volume than Eyre 
Crowe’s memorandum to his chief on July 31. 

“ The argument that there is no written bond binding us to 
France is correct. There is no contractual obligation. But 
the entente has been made, strengthened, put to the test and 
celebrated in a manner justifying the belief that a moral bond 
was being forged. The whole policy of the entente can have 
no meaning if it does not signify that in a just quarrel England 
would stand by her friends.” 

The incisive words of the Civil Servant embodied the 
thoughts of the Foreign Secretary throughout his anxious 
years at the helm. His task was to work a system constructed 
before he was called to the helm. There is no reason to sup¬ 
pose that Lansdowne, its author, would have acted differently 
in any of the major emergencies of the time, and their joint 
achievements must be envisaged as an indivisible whole. 
Criticism both of their policy of Continental commitments 
and of their handling of particular issues, such as the Agadir 
crisis and the situation after Serajevo, is bound to continue ; 
but since the publication of the British Documents there is no 
longer the slightest doubt what our policy was. The whole 
story is unified and dominated by our reconciliation with 
France—not a union of hearts but a manage dt raison . 

How shall we define British aims after the turning-point 
of 1904? I answer, to stand by France, first in regard to 
Morocco as by treaty bound, and later over the whole field of 
international politics so long as she was unaggressive ; to 
terminate the hostility of Russia which dated from the 
Crimean War and which seemed to threaten our Indian fron¬ 
tier ; to strive for a naval agreement and neighbourly rela- 
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tions with Germany ; to maintain our traditions of an invin¬ 
cible navy and a small voluntary army ; to be friends with the 
United States ; to keep the alliance with Japan in repair ; to 
work for reforms in Macedonia and the Belgian Congo ; 
to labour for peace without forgetting the dread possibilities 
of war. Of such a programme there is no need to be ashamed. 

That it proved impossible to avert a catastrophe in 19x4 was 
due to the co-existence of three deep-rooted antagonisms—the 
Franco-German feud about the Rhine provinces, the Anglo- 
German dispute about the fleet, the Austro-Russian rivalry in 
the Near East. For none of them were British statesmen 
responsible. At the opening of the twentieth century Europe 
was faced with problems too complex to be solved by a single 
State. The belief that any nation or statesman was an arch 
criminal is no longer held by serious students of history. It 
is part of the tragedy of the World War that every belligerent 
can make out a case entirely convincing to itself. For tragedy, 
in Hegel’s words, is the conflict not of right with wrong, but 
of right with right. Flow could the system of armed groups 
and alliances in an age of rampant Imperialism be expected 
to inaugurate a co-operative and stabilized world ? The 
ultimate cause of the explosion was the European anarchy, 
the absence of international machinery, the doctrine of the 
unfettered national State, the universal assumption that the 
graver disputes could only be settled by war. 

CONVERSATION WITH LORD GREY, FEBRUARY 14, 

1929 

Principles of Policy 

7 . Your policy, as I understand it, was based on three principles— 
two old, one new. The first was supremacy at sea. 

G. Yes, but leaving the United States out of account. I never 
regarded the Two Power standard as applying to them. 

J. The second was the Balance of Power. 

G. I don't like that phrase. 

J. I mean by it what you have expressed as follows : “ England 
has always drifted or deliberately gone into opposition to any 
Power which establishes a hegemony in Europe.” 

G. Thus interpreted, I accept it. 

7 . Your third principle was friendship with France. 

G. Yes. 

J. You also took over from Lansdowne the policy of a rapproche¬ 
ment with Russia. Nearly all foreign and some English writers 



BRITISH DIPLOMACY BEFORE 1914 105 

make you responsible for the great change over from isolation to 
what I call Continental!sm. It seems to me that the new lines were 
laid down by Lansdowne rather than by you. 

G. That is so. 

ANGLO-FRENCH RELATIONS 

7 . You said during the war that you believed there were no re¬ 
cords here of Barnardiston’s conversations in Brussels. 

G. They were purely academic. 

7 . They have been found in the War Office. The men who may 
have known about them had all gone to the war. 

G. Are you going to publish them ? 

7. They were published in our third volume last December. 
Did you read any parts of that volume ? 

G. No. I can read so little;. 

7 . If you had consulted the Cabinet in January 1906 about your 
conversations with Cambon, as you now admit would have been 
wise, would you have met with opposition ? In other words, would 
it have made any real difference to history ? 

G. I don’t think so. Campbell-Bannerman and Ripon, as well as 
Asquith and Haldane, knew and approved. We should doubtless 
have had criticism but not, I should say, opposition. It was im¬ 
possible to refuse the French request for military consultations : 
that would have been to undo all the work of 1904-5. Besides, we 
made it clear that we were to remain absolutely uncommitted. 

7 . General Huguet, in his book, says that you, Haldane and 
Campbell-Bannerman were too clever not to realize that these 
conversations and arrangements constituted something like a 
moral engagement. 

G. If that had been the case, Cambon would have said so in 1914, 
whereas he only appealed to our interests. 

7 . Cambon spoke very differently to Wickham Steed, when he 
asked if the word honour was to be blotted out of the English 
language. 

G. We always made it clear that the conversations left the 
Governments absolutely free, and we stated it in the letters of 1912, 
which I think reassured some of my colleagues. 

7 . Cambon thought that the Liberal maximum might have been 
only a Conservative minimum. Would the Conservatives have 
gone further to meet French wishes and been ready to make an 
alliance ? 

G. Some Conservatives would have liked to do so, but it would 
have been impossible. Public opinion would have been opposed to 
it. 

7 . The more I study the documents the more I feel that our 
friendship with France, once made, rendered real friendship with 
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Germany impossible. Bulow admits in his book that the gulf 
between France and Germany was too wide to be bridged. France 
was suspicious of all our approaches to Germany; and German 
policy in Morocco and in regard to the fleet made friendly relations 
with us difficult. Your task was pretty hopeless. 

G. As long as Holstein was there, nothing could be done. 

I. Holstein was half cracked. 

G. And Biilow was false. Look at his treatment of Chamberlain. 

7 . I should prefer the word slippery. 

G. Yes, slippery is better. 

7 . There were difficulties on this side also. I am impressed by 
Eyre Crowe’s intense hostility to Germany. 

G. Crowe was anti-German. But I don’t think the Minutes of 
officials ought to be published, or they will be afraid to write them. 

7 . They add greatly to the interest and value of diplomatic 
publications. Sir Austen Chamberlain has given us a free hand, 
except as regards obviously hasty and unconsidered Minutes, 
which we have no desire to publish. 

AGADIR 

7 . I have always regretted that you authorized Lloyd George’s 
Mansion House speech and did not keep the Agadir issue in your 
own hands. 

G. But Germany had sent me no reply ; and did it not prevent 
war ? 

7 . Possibly, though I don’t think it was so near as that. The 
Kaiser and Bethmann were opposed to war over Morocco. But it 
made very bad blood, played into the hands of Tirpitz and the 
Militarists, and led to the increase of armaments. 

G. That is very interesting. If it is the case, it shows how bad 
the situation in Europe was. They began it by sending a ship to 
Agadir. 

7 . The German* fhink that France began it by the occupation of 
Fez. 

1914 

7 . Foreigners find it difficult to believe that you never enquired 
about the details of the naval discussions with Russia. 

G. I did not, and I believe very little was actually done. In any 
case there could have been nothing affecting naval strategy, like 
the Mediterranean agreement of 1912, which was important. 

7 . In July 1914 the ideal would have been for you to state in 
good time what we should do. But I know that was impossible, 
as the Cabinet was divided. 

G. Quite impossible. 

7 . You were widely blamed for not urging Russia to abstain 
from any irrevocable step which might start hostilities. 
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G. I resent that criticism. After Germany refused the Confer¬ 
ence, I could not put pressure on Russia. She was far less prepared 
for war than Germany. If I had tried to hold back her military 
preparations, Sazonoff would at once have said : Then will you 
help us if war comes ? It was for Germany to hold back Austria, 
who was her ally, and to whom therefore she had a right to speak. 
She should have pressed Berchtold to accept the Conference. 

7 . She dared not do so. The German Government did not want 
war, but it had given Austria carte blanche and could not regain 
control of the situation. And it was genuinely afraid of losing its 
only dependable ally. The Austrians did not want a patched up 
settlement with Servia, and they had such bitter memories of the 
Ambassadors’ Conference during the Balkan wars that they would 
not look at the idea. This was thoroughly understood at Berlin. 

G. I agree that neither the Kaiser nor Bethmann nor Jagow 
wanted war. But why should they be afraid of losing Austria ? 
What could she do ? 

7 . Germany was convinced that the Alliance was at stake if she 
declined to play up, and she dreaded isolation. 

RUSSIA 

7. Many writers, here and abroad, while fully recognizing your 
desire for peace, argue that you allowed our friends to make the 
pace. We were a satiated Power ; they were not. We had indeed 
made up our quarrels with them, but in doing so we got mixed up 
in their quarrels with other people. 

G. That is only partially true. We should never have supported 
France in aggression. 

7 . Of course not, and she knew it. But she was tied to Russia, 
who was both ambitious and untrustworthy. 

G. Russia was like a big ship without a rudder. There was no 
real control. Think of Hartwig at Teheran. War was not inevit¬ 
able in 1914, but it was almost inevitable some time on account of 
the state of purope with its balance of power, alliances and arma¬ 
ments. That is why I am so keen on the League, Locarno, and 
disarmament. It was a very bad mistake to attribute the whole 
responsibility for the war to the Central Powers in the Treaty of 
Versailles, as I have said in the Preface to the cheap edition of my 
book. 
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I N the vast literature on the origins of the first world war 
Prince Bulow’s Memoirs hold a place apart. Most of the 
statesmen who occupied themselves with foreign affairs in the 
last decade of peace have told their tale, but none of them 
has covered so much ground. Grey’s survey of the crowded 
years before the catastrophe fills a single volume of moderate 
size. Iswolsky died at the age of sixty-three, when his narra¬ 
tive had only reached his appointment as Minister of Foreign 
Affairs in 1906. Bethmann’s pathetic apologia begins in 
1909, that of Sazonoff in 1910, that of Poincard in 1912. 
Berchtold’s elaborate presentation, though far advanced, is 
not yet available. Billow’s narrative, on the other hand, 
composed at leisure during the decade which followed the 
defeat of the Central Powers, fills four volumes, the first two 
dealing with the years 1897-1909, when he was mainly res¬ 
ponsible for German foreign policy, the third continuing the 
story till 1919, and a fourth recording the experiences of his 
early diplomatic career. 

The ex-Chancellor resisted all appeals to allow publication 
during his life, and his readers benefit by a decision which 
enabled him to write with complete freedom of his master, 
his friends, and his foes. Like other statesmen who held high 
office in the last anxious period of peace, he has been as bit¬ 
terly attacked by his own countrymen as by critics beyond the 
frontier. In his Imperial Germany , published in 1913 and 
partially rewritten in I9i6,he adroitly defended his handiwork; 
but that remarkable book was written to form part of a vast 
co-operative glorification of German achievement during the 
first twenty-five years of the reign of William II, in which 
there was no place for criticism. Though he had lost his post 
and his master’s favour, he was not wholly free ; for Kiderlen 
had regained his footing after a decade of disgrace, and Bulow 
would have been more than human if he had burned his boats. 
But with the Kaiser in exile, Germany a Republic, and the 
leading figures of the Imperial regime dead or in retirement, 
there was nothing to prevent him from saying exactly what he 
thought. Like Poincard he fights with the gloves off, hitting 
out sharply and sometimes savagely at men who put obstacles 
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in his path or criticized his character and policy. Germany is 
poorer in political memoirs than England or France; but 
this massive autobiography finds a place in the first class of 
this category, yielding in interest and importance, so far as 
Germany is concerned, to the Reflections and Recollections of 
Bismarck alone. 

The figure of William II, full of life and colour, is continu¬ 
ally on the stage, and every chapter of the first two volumes 
contains incidents and comments which help us to visualize 
him as he appeared to the brilliant Minister. The abiding 
impression which we carry away is that he never grew up. 
It reads—and is obviously meant to read—like the story of 
a tactful tutor struggling to educate an exceptionally gifted; 
high-spirited and impulsive pupil. On his fall the Prince 
handed back the hundreds of letters which he had received 
from the last of the Hohenzollerns ; but we hardly seem to 
miss them, so abundant is the material provided by the author 
and other intimates of the enfant terrible: His complicated 
nature could only be understood by those who knew him 
well, and for that reason the picture drawn in such a well- 
known book as Count Zedlitz’s Twelve Years at the Kaiser 9 s 
Court is unconvincing. The best approach is through Johannes 
Haller’s fascinating life of Eulenburg, and the picture 
drawn in the biography of the Kaiser’s best friend is confirmed 
by the pen of the fallen Chancellor. 

When Biilow was summoned in 1897 to succeed Marschall 
von Bieberstein as Foreign Secretary, the sun was shining 
brightly in the heavens. He belonged to one of the oldest and 
most distinguished of Prussian families ; his father had been 
Foreign Minister in the seventies ; unlike Marschall, he had 
never quarrelled with the Bismarcks ; during twenty years at 
Paris and St. Petersburg, Bucharest and Rome, he had learned 
the arts and crafts of diplomacy ; his ready wit, wide culture, 
and personal charm were known to all; his gifted and de¬ 
lightful wife, a superb musician, was connected with Min- 
ghetti and other leading Italian families ; he was only forty- 
eight and in excellent health ; he was the friend of Eulenburg, 
who at that time possessed the Kaiser’s ear and who had 
helped to secure his appointment; he was a persona grata to 
Hohenlohe, the veteran Chancellor, to Holstein, the un¬ 
crowned King of the Foreign Office, ahd above all to the 
Kaiser himself. 

The international situation was not without its difficulties, 
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but there were no black clouds directly overhead. Three bad 
mistakes in the field of foreign policy had been made since 
Bismarck’s guiding hand had been withdrawn. The refusal to 
renew the secret treaty of reinsurance with Russia when its 
three-year term ended in 1890 was a costly error, for it 
accelerated the drift of Russia towards France. Co-operation 
with the Dual Alliance to rob Japan of some of the fruits of 
victory over China angered a nation whose full strength was 
unrealized and who knew how to wait for the day of revenge. 
Finally the Kruger telegram ended the cordial relations 
between the British Empire and the new Germany, and 
taught the man in the street to think of the two countries for 
the first time as potential foes. All nations, however, make 
mistakes at times, and the relations of the Great Powers 
changed so frequently with their momentary needs or interests 
that there was always a chance for a resourceful diplomatist 
to counteract or circumscribe the evil that had been wrought. 
Germany’s strength was undeniable, yet common sense 
suggested that the Bismarckian maxim of limited liability 
was still the best. At home the wealth of the country was 
increasing by leaps and bounds, and there seemed to be no 
limit to its power and prosperity in the years that lay ahead. 
All that was needed was skilful steering of the ship. 

On the way from Rome to Kiel, where the Kaiser was 
awaiting him, Biilow stopped in Frankfurt to meet Eulenburg, 
who gave him a brief but pregnant memorandum. William 
II, he wrote, took everything subjectively. Only personal 
arguments impressed him. He liked to instruct, not to be 
instructed. He hated to be bored. He must shine, and he 
desired to do and determine everything himself, though often 
with unfortunate results. He was ambitious and jealous, and 
a proposal had the best chance of acceptance if made to appear 
that it came from himself. Everything had to be made easy 
for him. Biilow must never forget that His Majesty needed 
occasional praise. He was one of those natures which lose 
their spirits if they do not receive recognition, and when he 
deserved it he was as grateful as a good and clever child. No 
one but Eulenburg, most subtle of psychologists and a born 
writer, could have described the ruler so accurately in a few 
sentences, and the advice which Biilow received from other 
quarters tallied with his testimony. Lucanus, the head of the 
Kaiser’s Civil Cabinet, used to say that he often slipped, but 
that he usually picked himself up if he had the right counsellor 
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at his side. The Grand Duke Friedrich of Baden, the wisest 
man then sitting on a German throne, knew the strength and 
weakness of his nephew’s character, and, like King Albert 
of Saxony, prayed ardently that the new Minister, while 
utilizing the ruler’s shining qualities for the good of his 
people, might keep his dangerous impulses within bounds. 

The relation of the Chancellor to the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs in the Hohenzollern Empire varied widely with the 
holders of those high offices. Bismarck’s Foreign Secretaries, 
the elder Biilow, Hatzfeldt, Herbert Bismarck, were cyphers. 
Under Caprivi, a soldier who knew nothing of foreign affairs, 
Marschall, with Holstein behind him, had a good deal of 
power, which he retained under Hohenlohe. When Biilow 
was installed in the Wilhelmstrasse in 1897 Hohenlohe was 
seventy-eight, and, though still vigorous in mind, was feeling 
the strain of years. Thus the first professional diplomatist 
since the fall of Bismarck to hold the rudder became the main 
director of foreign policy from the outset, and when he 
succeeded Hohenlohe as Chancellor in 1900 there was no 
one to say him nay save the Kaiser himself. That the supreme 
responsibility for the course of the German ship between 1897 
and 1909 is shared by these two men was known to us all, and 
the exact degree of responsibility attaching to each in the great 
decisions of the time was revealed by the publication of Die 
Grosse Politik. Billow’s Memoirs are a precious though far 
less trustworthy addition to our knowledge. He naturally 
makes the best case for himself, and he is entitled to remind 
the reader of the unusual difficulties of his position. His 
welcome at Kiel, he tells us, was delightful in its cordiality 
and frank simplicity. He adds that it was only by degrees 
that he learned of the reefs that lurked beneath the shining 
surface of the sea. 

In these glittering pages we see a ruler of outstanding gifts, 
lofty ideals, and not a few attractive qualities. We read of his 
friendliness, his goodness of heart, his naturalness when 
alone with a friend, his willingness to listen to “ curtain 
lectures ” from a trusted adviser, his brightness and charm. 
His intellectual powers were considerable, his knowledge 
wide if not deep, his quickness of apprehension phenomenal, 
while his eloquence never ceased to impress such an accom¬ 
plished rival and such a critical judge as Biilow himself. In 
the latter respect indeed nature had been too lavish in her 
favours, for William II thirsted to make use of the gift for 
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speech which he knew himself to possess. On accompanying 
his master to Vienna shortly after his appointment, the new 
Foreign Secretary urged him to adapt his Toast to the prosaic 
temperament of Francis Joseph. “ My dear Bernhard,” 
replied the Kaiser in the friendliest tone, “ you are, of course, 
much cleverer than I, but I know more about speaking than 
you. I believe you have never made a public speech. I have 
made plenty, and I can say without vanity that they were not 
bad. So let me speak in my own way.” He proceeded to 
deliver a dithyrambic harangue which obviously displeased 
the old host, to whom over-emphasis and gush were anathema. 
Worse was to follow, and it was one of Bulow’s constant cares 
to avert, conceal or explain away rhetorical lapses which 
sometimes echoed round the world. 

“ Perhaps the most detrimental speech he ever made ” is 
the comment on the “ Hunnenrede ” of 1900. The Kaiser’s 
equilibrium was always disturbed when his vivid imagination 
turned to the Far East. His famous picture of the Yellow 
Peril, with the inscription “ Peoples of Europe, preserve your 
holiest possessions,” was a nightmare to his Ministers, and is 
rightly described by Biilow as grotesque ; yet reproductions 
were hung by his orders in the ships of the Hamburg-Amerika 
and the Norddeutscher Lloyd bound for the East, “ to the 
delight of the English who sucked no small advantage from 
this offence to Japanese feeling.” His aversion to the Japanese 
as a race extended to individuals, and we are assured that he 
treated their diplomats and officers badly, despite the remon¬ 
strances of his advisers. 

If the Japanese were not to his taste, how much greater was 
his horror of the Chinese ! Never did Biilow find him in a 
state of such excitement as during the opening phases of the 
Boxer revolt, and the overstrained nerves found expression in 
the historic words to the departing troops at Bremerhafen on 
June 27, 1900. “ Pardon will not be granted, prisoners will 
not be made. As a thousand years ago the Huns of Attila 
made themselves a name which lives in story and legend, so let 
the German name be impressed on China by you in such a way 
that no Chinaman ever again dares to look askance at a 
German.” Before the speech was finished the agitated 
Foreign Secretary issued instructions that it was not to be 
published till it had been corrected by himself. The journalists 
loyally obeyed, but the reporter of a local paper, perched on a 
neighbouring roof, had caught the fatal phrase and given it to 
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a listening world. The Kaiser was delighted to learn that his 
speech had appeared in its original form, but his mood quickly 
changed when Biilow pointed out that it would produce a 
devastating effect on the reputation of a Christian country. 
The two men sat up talking till midnight, and on parting the 
Kaiser shook hands, remarking “ I know you wish me well, 
but I am what I am and I cannot change.” “ You must deal 
with this in the Reichstag,” whispered Hohenlohe to Biilow 
as he heard the fatal words, “ for I cannot.” The Foreign 
Minister did his best with the inevitable interpellations ; but 
he could not prevent the foes of Germany in two great wars 
from describing as Huns “ the good and noble German 
people, the most truly humane in the world.” 

Next in unhappy celebrity among the Imperial utterances 
was the declaration at Damascus to “ the three hundred 
million Mohammedans throughout the world ” that the 
German Emperor would at all times be their friend. When 
the meal was over Biilow instructed the official reporter who 
accompanied the party to Palestine and Syria that the speech 
must not be published till he had corrected it. The reporter 
replied that it had already gone, and quoted the orders of the 
Kaiser himself. A third phrase destined to immortality was 
the farewell signal “ from the Admiral of the Atlantic to the 
Admiral of the Pacific ” after a meeting with the Tsar at 
Reval. The cool reply was “ Good-bye,” and the Captain of 
the Hohen%olkm promptly gave orders not to divulge the 
exchange. The Russians had no reason to be discreet, and 
the story soon appeared in an English paper. The incident 
was particularly annoying to Biilow who, despite his out¬ 
spoken criticisms of his master’s technique, repeatedly 
declares that he never indulged in Napoleonic dreams. 
Such rhetorical extravagances were merely the expression of 
temperamental irresponsibility; but foreigners could not be 
expected to understand that the last of the Hohenzollerns 
was an actor, not a man of action, an artist in phrases, not a 
ruthless megalomaniac. Despite reiterated protests and 
promises of amendment, he never learned to bridle his 
tongue. 

In addition to the above mentioned slips, and others only a 
little less known, we learn for the first time in these pages of a 
letter to Theodore Roosevelt filled with strident vituperation 
against the Japanese and heated exhortations to his American 
friend to be on his guard against the Yellow Peril. Not till 
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after its despatch did the writer confess what he had done, and, 
when the Chancellor convinced him that the letter must on no 
account reach the President’s hands, he was permitted to 
telegraph instructions to New York to return it unopened to 
Berlin. The Kaiser, he suggests, must have been glad when 
the war broke out that such a high explosive was not in the 
possession of the admirer who had turned into his most uncom¬ 
promising foe. On another occasion Bulow also narrowly 
succeeded in averting a costly blunder. “ I shall, of course, 
take no notice of the wife of Franz Ferdinand,” remarked 
William II as they journeyed to Vienna in 1903. Wedel, the 
German Ambassador in Vienna, who was also travelling in 
the Imperial saloon, protested in vain. The Chancellor 
motioned to Wedel to leave him along with his master, know¬ 
ing full well that he would never climb down in the presence of 
a third party. The impetuous monarch was still protesting 
when they reached the terminus. “ You have now the choice 
of making the future Emperor of Austria a friend or a foe for 
ever,” whispered Bulow, shooting his final bolt as the train 
pulled up. A moment later the Kaiser was greeting Franz 
Ferdinand in the friendliest manner and saying, “ When may I 
have the honour of paying my homage to your wife ? ” The 
Archduke,- blushing with delight, bowed and kissed the 
Kaiser’s hand, and the friendship began which lasted unbroken 
till the shots rang out at Serajevo. We find in these pages 
more than one discussion whether William II could be de¬ 
scribed as altogether normal. Hohenlohe had his doubts. 
His successor in the Chancellorship maintains that he was, 
though he was excitable and superficial. 

Though the portrait of William II is drawn with special 
care, every prominent actor on the crowded stage comes up 
for judgment. Of Bismarck, whom he had known from boy¬ 
hood and whom he visited at Friedrichsruh soon after his 
appointment as Foreign Minister, he speaks with unbounded 
admiration, and he performed the difficult feat of keeping on 
good terms with Herbert Bismarck to the end. The widowed 
Empress Frederick appears in her usual role of Cassandra. 
“ Remember what I tell you to-day, Donna Laura,” said she to 
the mother of Princess Bulow; “ Mon fils sera la ruine de 
l’Allemagne.” We hear much of the Kaiserin’s unselfish 
devotion to husband and children, and not a little of her trials 
and overstrained nerves. Hohenlohe is invariably mentioned 
with respect for his independence and ripe judgment. The 
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sinister Holstein is wittily compared to a watch-dog who 
defends the house against burglars, though one could not be 
sure that he would not occasionally bite his master in the leg. 
The energy and ability of Tirpitz are frankly recognized, but 
we are assured that he had no head for politics. We often 
meet the fascinating Eulenburg, whose letters are a delight; 
but there is usually an undercurrent of criticism, which pre¬ 
pares us for the debacle in the second volume. In the Foreign 
Secretaries, with the exception of Richthofen, he finds little to 
praise, and he allows himself to describe Jagow as “ small in 
body and mind.” The bitterest attacks are reserved for Count 
Monts, whose incisive letters fill a larger space than those of 
anyone else. His offence appears to have been that, after 
extravagant and interested laudations of Biilow in the years of 
his power, he turned against him after his fall. The only 
error to which the Prince pleads guilty is in consenting against 
his better judgment to the appointment of Monts to the 
Embassy at Rome. The ex-Ambassador lived just long enough 
to learn of the posthumous revenge of his old patron, but not 
long enough to reply. 

Biilow peppers his pages with caustic comments on the men 
who, as he sees it, dissipated the opulent heritage he had left. 
Every mention of the name of Bethmann Hollweg is the signal 
for expressions of contempt. In his own apologia, Bethmann 
hinted pretty plainly that the fourth Chancellor had left him a 
bad pack of cards. Biilow at once retaliated in an open letter 
to the Hamburger Yremdenblatt , and in his Memoirs he throws all 
reserve to the winds. Bethmann is denounced as the Minister 
who with the ultimatum to Servia and his blundering diplo¬ 
macy committed the most terrible error in the history of 
Germany and one of the greatest errors in the history of the 
world. Signing a blank cheque to Vienna was crazy, and the 
unhappy phrase “ a scrap of paper ” was the equivalent of a 
lost battle. The war ended as badly as it began, for the Kaiser 
should have sought and found an honourable death on the 
battlefield when all was lost. Of the Emperor Karl, Erzberger, 
and the Weimar Constitution he writes with disdain. 

Amid this throng of bunglers and mediocrities stands Ger¬ 
many's fourth Chancellor as drawn by himself, steering the 
ship of state, so far as his impetuous master allowed, with 
effortless superiority. The six years covered in the first 
volume are tranquil enough, compared with the six that were 
to follow. The most controversial aspect of his activities 
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between 1897 and 1903 was his handling of Anglo-German 
relations ; and although no irreparable breach occurred, the 
opening of a new century saw the Governments and peoples 
drifting steadily away from one another. Here, indeed, was the 
acid test of his statesmanship. Billow's direct knowledge of 
England was confined to brief visits, and he never fully 
understood our character and outlook. Since France was 
notoriously irreconcilable and Russia was the rival of Austria 
in the Near East, it was vital for Germany to keep in with 
England, all the more because the loss of British friendship 
was bound to loosen the slender ties which bound Italy to the 
Central Powers. Two unfortunate decisions were made which 
were in a large measure to govern the coming years. The first 
was the creation of a large fleet, which, though its real sponsor 
was William II, was welcomed by Biilow and is stoutly de¬ 
fended in retrospect. Repeating the arguments adduced in 
Imperial Germany , he maintains that a Great Power with 
strongly armed neighbours, oversea possessions, and a world¬ 
wide trade, required a navy big enough for defence against any 
attack, though, of course, a “ danger-zone ” period, while the 
ships were building, demanded a particularly skilful hand at the 
helm if a conflict with England was to be avoided. The policy, 
he believes, was wise and inevitable, and he is confident that 
only the substitution of Bethmann for himself deprived Ger¬ 
many of the peace with honour which the Ylottenpolitik was 
intended to guarantee. 

The second important decision in the field of Anglo- 
German relations in these years was the chilly response to 
Joseph Chamberlain's suggestions of an alliance. For his 
attitude in this critical matter Biilow has been sharply attacked 
by one after another of his countrymen, Johannes Haller, 
Eckardstein, Eugen Fischer, Willy Becker, who argued that he 
threw away a priceless opportunity which never recurred. His 
rejoinder constitues the most valuable contribution to the 
history of European diplomacy which these pages contain. 
Every one should now be aware that no offer of an alliance 
was ever made from Downing Street by the Prime Minister 
or the Foreign Secretary, and a good deal of-the wind has thus 
been taken out of Eckardstein’s sails. But the fact remains 
that there were influential men in Salisbury's Cabinet who, in 
view of the threatening attitude of France and Russia, desired 
a close working association with Berlin. The* Prince's argu¬ 
ment is that an alliance with England involved the danger of a 
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conflict with Russia, of which Germany would have to bear 
the brunt; that such a risk could only be run in return for 
ample compensations; and that no British offer, official or 
semi-official, ever reached the Wilhelmstrasse which contained 
the elements of an acceptable bargain. He adds that all the 
men responsible for Germany’s foreign policy agreed that, 
while an alliance on favourable terms would have been most 
welcome, a partnership without equality of risk could not be 
entertained, since Germany, unlike Great Britain, did not stand 
alone. What our Empire was to us, he argues, the Triple 
Alliance was to her. No German statesman had a right to 
expose his country to the hazards of a great war without 
bringing the Austrian partner into the pact, which British 
statesmen declined to allow. It is a plausible argument sus¬ 
tained with the usual skill, and in fairness we must remember 
that the weakness of the Russian colossus was not revealed till 
1904. But most Englishmen and many Germans will continue 
to believe that it would have been wiser to win and hold the 
confidence of the British Empire than, in fear of a breach with 
Russia, to drive us to turn our eyes elsewhere. 

The second volume is even more arresting than the first, 
for it covers a more eventful period. The impressions derived 
from the first instalment of this monumental apologia are con¬ 
firmed by the sequel. Billow wrote as well as he talked, and 
there is scarcely a dull page in the book. He looks back with 
abounding satisfaction on his years of office, his services to 
throne and Fatherland, his skilful diplomacy, his eloquent 
speeches in the Reichstag. The whole work breathes the full- 
blooded conviction that under his guidance Germany enjoyed 
power and prosperity, that the subsequent shipwreck was due 
to the dropping of the pilot and the neglect of his warnings. 
William II, he declares over and over again, required a coun¬ 
sellor of exceptional wisdom and courage to restrain him from 
his dangerous follies, and when the fourth Chancellor was gone 
there was none to take his place. Tirpitz had no political head. 
Bethmann was a timid mediocrity, ever unable to make up his 
mind. Schoen, Jagow, Monts, Schiemann, and other actors on 
the crowded stage are rarely mentioned without expressions of 
anger or contempt. The Prince even stoops to reveal secrets 
of the private life of two well-known public men, one of whom 
was still alive. Few readers will close this volume without a 
diminished respect for the character of its brilliant author. 

In the field of foreign affairs the book is disappointing. 
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The years which it covers, 1903-9, embrace the first Morocco 
crisis, the naval rivalry with Great Britain, and the anxious 
months of the Bosnian crisis. Students of Die Grosse Politik 
find very little which they did not know, and Biilow makes no 
serious attempt to rebut the charges of his critics. He con¬ 
tinues to assert that his Moroccan policy was the only possible 
reply to the threatened repudiation of treaty rights, and claims 
that the Conference of Algeciras gave him the substance of his 
demands. Yet the guarantees which he secured merely re¬ 
tarded the process by which Morocco passed under the in¬ 
fluence of France, and its main result was the cementing of the 
Entente. He depicts himself as urging Tirpitz and their 
common master during his last year of office not to antagonize 
England by forcing the pace of the Flottenpolitik> and blames 
them for resisting his advice; but he does not appear to 
realize that the estrangement had already taken place before his 
belated attempts to put on the brakes, and that the forces 
which he had helped to set in motion were almost certain to 
pass beyond his control. He dwells with special satisfaction on 
his handling of the Bosnian crisis, and claims with truth that he 
combined unflinching support of Germany's only reliable 
ally with the maintenance of European peace. He presents, 
however, only one side of the balance sheet, and omits to 
mention that the humiliation of Russian national sentiment in 
March, 1909, rankled on till 1914 and made it difficult, if not 
impossible, to give way when the Servian protige again ap¬ 
pealed for help. The impression which the chapters on foreign 
policy in this volume are designed to leave is that the diplo¬ 
matic position when the Prince surrendered the helm was 
relatively satisfactory, and that it was the fault of his successors 
that the lights went out. For such complacency there is not the 
slightest excuse. Relations with Russia, France, England and 
Italy were demonstrably worse. The Triple Entente, which 
had been unthinkable in 1897, was a stark reality in 1909. 

However disappointed we may be at the author's sketchy 
treatment of foreign affairs, we are compensated by the scin¬ 
tillating record of his partnership with the Kaiser and of the 
various stages of the breach. No such damning indictment has 
ever been made, for none of his chief servants enjoyed the 
same opportunities of intimate and continuous observation. 
In length of service he was surpassed by Tirpitz, but the Kaiser 
never made the Admiral his personal friend. In the course of 
his reign he had two “ favourites ”—the expression is Bulow’s 
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—Prince Eulenburg and Prince Fiirstenberg, though the latter 
never won the place in his master’s heart that the fascinating 
Phili had possessed. Neither of them, however, was long in his 
company at any one time, and neither knew very much at 
first hand of his graver political activities. For twelve years 
Biilow was the trusted adviser of the monarch, who enjoyed 
the society of the most brilliant conversationalist in Germany, 
and heaped upon him public and private marks of favour. 
Even if we make allowances for the fact that the fallen states¬ 
man is paying off old scores, the picture etfterges of a man who 
was tragically unfit to rule a mighty empire. 

That Billow’s indictment of William II never extends to the 
political system which he inherited is a measure of his limita¬ 
tions ; for the English reader, reared in the bracing tradition 
of self-government, is aware in every chapter that the real 
culprit was rather the constitution than the man. The Prince 
repeatedly declares himself a royalist, and there is no reason 
to doubt his assertion that he always strove to maintain the 
prerogatives of the Crown ; but on his own showing the result 
was a lamentable failure. The experience of England and 
other free countries proves that power cannot be permanently 
divided between Monarch and Parliament: one or the other 
must win the struggle. The Constitution of the German 
Empire, as drawn up by Bismarck, worked fairly well so long 
as he was at the helm, for everyone knew that he alone was in 
command. With weaker Chancellors and an Emperor deter¬ 
mined to assert himself, the unified control which is equally 
vital to an autocratic and a democratic government came to an 
end. Biilow’s political philosophy repudiated constitutional 
monarchy, but demanded that the ruler should always possess 
and give ear to wise Ministers. That these conditions were 
unlikely to be filled is clear from a narrative which roundly 
condemns the mistakes of his predecessors and successors. 
In his well-known work, Regierung und Volkswille , published 
shortly before the war of 1914-1918, Professor Hans Del- 
bruck glorified the German Constitution as the ideal com¬ 
promise between autocracy and democracy. On paper it was 
doubtless well enough, but it could only succeed by a com¬ 
bination of factors which hardly ever synchronized. The 
Kaiser reserved certain subjects, such as the size of the navy, 
for his exclusive decision, and the Opposition parties in the 
Reichstag clamoured for further instalments of democracy. 
In the most perfectly organized of European States, as 
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Lord Haldane once remarked, there was anarchy at the top. 

Though William II did not relish the control which the 
Chancellor endeavoured to maintain over his actions and 
speeches, there was no obvious competitor for the highest 
post. With the important exception of naval policy he had no 
deep-rooted confidence in his own judgment in the larger 
problems of diplomacy. His dependence pn Biilow is strikingly 
illustrated in the. well-known correspondence, first published 
in Die Grosse Politik and reproduced in these pages, which 
followed the signature of the Pact of Bjorko in 1905. The 
Chancellor advised his master to content himself with obtaining 
the Tsar’s acceptance in principle of a defensive alliance, 
leaving the details to be subsequently worked out by Lams- 
dorff and himself. “ A slight cloud passed over the intelligent 
and mobile countenance of His Majesty, which told me that it 
was his desire on this occasion, trusting to the magic of his 
personality, to manage the whole affair himself. When I asked 
if I was to accompany him, he replied in the most friendly way 
that my society was always a delight, but that this time he felt 
that he would achieve more if he confronted the Russian 
autocrat alone.” The signing of the Treaty was described in 
the most roseate Imperial telegram which Biilow ever received ; 
but when the text arrived he discovered to his horror that it 
was confined to Europe, thereby depriving it of its chief value 
for Germany in the event of war with England. Still worse was 
the Kaiser’s intention to draw Denmark into the alliance, in 
order that she might in case of need close the Baltic to an 
English fleet. Finally the Treaty was countersigned by 
Tschirschky, an official of the Foreign Office in attendance on 
the Kaiser, and by Admiral Birileff, who did not even read it. 

The Chancellor dispatched a long and devastating criticism 
to his master, and added that he could not accept responsibility 
for what had occurred. The ruler replied in an emotional 
letter in which defence of his handiwork melts into passionate 
appeal. “ I thought I had worked for you and achieved 
something out of the common, and then you send me a few 
cool lines and your resignation ! ! ! You will not expect me, 
dear Biilow, to describe my feelings. To be treated thus by my 
best and most intimate friend, without any adequate reason, 
has given me such a terrible shock that I am absolutely broken 
and fear I am in for a nervous breakdown. ... I have not 
deserved it. No, my friend, you remain in office and will 
continue to co-operate with me ad majorem Germaniae gloriam 
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A postscript added : “ I appeal to ) r our friendship for me, and 
do not let me hear any more of your going. Telegraph to me 
All right! Then I shall know that you will stay. For the 
morning after the arrival of your request to resign would not 
find the Kaiser alive ! Think of my poor wife and children.” 

Bulow’s feelings on receipt of this letter are described in 
one of the most arresting pages of the book. He read it, he 
declares, with deep emotion. There had been many differ¬ 
ences of opinion, “ but I loved him with all my heart, and not 
only for all the goodness he had shown me. I loved the 
highly-gifted man with his noble qualities, who could be so 
kind and lovable, so simple and natural, so magnanimous. I 
am not ashamed to say that I was still quite under his spell. 
Though scarcely ten years older, I was more mature. My feel¬ 
ings for him were like those of a father for his son who 
sometimes annoys him and more often causes him anguish, 
but whose brilliant talents, gifts of mind and heart, and many 
shining qualities continually delight and attract him. Even in 
later years, when I had no more illusions as to his super¬ 
ficiality and vanity, his untrustworthiness and especially his 
lack of truthfulness, even when he fied abroad leaving ruin 
behind him, I could never resolve to hate him.” The appeal 
was brought to the Chancellor by Moltke, w T ho described in 
vivid language the lamentable condition of his master, and 
begged him to write at once and as warmly as possible. If not, 
“ a complete collapse ” was to be feared. Billow’s reply, 
which was written “ with my heart as well as my head,” 
evoked the joyful telegraphic response : “ Hearty thanks ; I 
am born again.” The Bjorko problem proved easier of solu¬ 
tion than could be anticipated, for Lamsdorff, rr* Iful of the 
obligations of the French alliance, liked the agreement as little 
as Biiiow ; and the treaty, of which the world heard nothing 
at the time, remained a scrap of paper. 

The Chancellor triumphed in 1905, but would the relations 
between master and servant stand a second and similar strain ? 
The answer was given in 1908, when the complications arising 
from the Daily Telegraph interview brought the partnership to 
an end. The story of the separation, which fills many chapters, 
forms the most dramatic portion of the Memoirs. The Parlia¬ 
mentary crisis was already known from the debates in the 
Reichstag and the chapter in Die Grosse Politik , and the Prince 
repeats the public defence which he made at the time. When 
the fateful document reached him at Nordemey in the late 
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summer, he was overwhelmed with work, telling Muller, the 
representative of the Foreign Office who helped him in his daily 
task, to deal with the matter, and giving instructions for the 
contents to be carefully examined in the Wilhelmstrasse. 
That the interview appeared in an unexpected form was, we 
are assured, mainly the fault of Muller, who died long ago, and 
Klehmet, the departmental official who was punished by the 
loss of his post. The Chancellor’s story was subjected to a 
detailed analysis in a little book entitled Kaiser und Kamrfer, 
the anonymous author of which argued that he had in fact 
read the interview but lacked courage to confess it. It cer¬ 
tainly seems difficult to believe that, after the agitating experi¬ 
ences of eleven years, he should not have put aside his other 
papers for an hour and satisfied himself, without waiting for 
anybody’s opinion, that the interview contained no blazing 
indiscretions. If, as he says, he omitted to do so, it was surely 
a very grave mistake, necessitating, one would have thought, 
a frank apology to his master. 

William II was so crushed by the weight of the world’s dis¬ 
pleasure that for a moment he toyed with the thought of resig¬ 
nation. When Billow went to Potsdam on November 17 for 
the first interview after the crisis the Empress greeted him with 
the words, “ Be very gentle with the Emperor, he is quite 
broken.” He looked pale and evidently anticipated a lecture. 
“ Help me, save me,” were his first words. “ What is going to 
happen ? Shall we pull through ? ” Biilow replied that he had 
no doubt about it if His Majesty wpuld be more careful in 
future, and reminded him of some of his past slips. The peni¬ 
tent ruler nodded agreement, and remarked that he would 
most certainly be more cautious. At the end of a long con¬ 
versation he asked whether a proclamation or a Cabinet Order 
was wanted, and added in a friendly tone : “ I am ready for 
anything.” The Chancellor produced a mild communiqui 
for the official Norddeutsche Allgemeine Zeitung ,, which ended 
with the statement that His Majesty assured the Prince of his 
continued confidence. The Kaiser appeared surprised that 
he had got off so easily, and said with emphasis that he agieed 
with every word. When the painful conversation was over he 
kissed his visitor on both cheeks, which he had never done 
except in conferring the Order of the Black Eagle in 1901, 
As the Chancellor left the room the host called out: “ I thank 
you, I thank you from my heart.” On returning home Biilow 
observed to his wife : “ Once again I have pulled the Emperor 
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and the Crown through. How long we remain in this house is 
another question.” 

When the Chancellor had finished his brief but pregnant 
speech in the Reichstag on the Daily Telegraph incident, his 
friend Bassermann, the National Liberal leader, remarked : 
“ It was a political and oratorical masterpiece. But what will 
the Kaiser say to it?” Biilow replied that he hoped His 
Majesty would place the welfare of the Empire above petty 
personal considerations. “ So he would if he were like his 
father or his grandfather,” rejoined Bassermann ; “ but he is 
too vain.” His reading of the Imperial character was correct. 
Already in the spring of 1908 the Kaiser had remarked to the 
Minister of War, who passed on the ominous words : “ Bulow 
is getting too big for me.” When the November storm blew 
over he regained his self-confidence, and the Chancellor’s 
enemies at Court began to whisper that he had let his master 
down. Here is the declaration to the Reichstag which led to 
his undoing. “ Gentlemen, I have formed in these days the 
firm conviction that the publication of His Majesty’s conversa¬ 
tions in England, which has not produced the result he desired 
but has caused great excitement and poignant regret in our 
country, will lead me to counsel the Emperor to maintain in 
future the reserve in private conversations which is equally 
indispensable to the unified policy and the authority of the 
Crown. Were it otherwise, neither I nor any of my successors 
could assume responsibility.” In dictating his Memoirs many 
years later, the fallen Minister observed that he still believed 
the words to have been absolutely necessary. 

During the following months the ruler’s demeanour varied 
between friendliness and reserve, and once or twice it seemed 
as if the old cordiality was about to be resumed. No sharp 
word was ever spoken, and he never hinted to his Minister 
that he wished for a change. But the process by which, in the 
words of Bulow, “ he first turned from me and then against 
me, behind the mask of friendship and goodwill,” went 
steadily forward, as the Chancellor learned to his disgust both 
from his friends and his foes. Courts cannot keep secrets, and 
in the spring of 1909 he was no longer in doubt that his master 
was looking round for a successor. The main Parliamentary 
business of 1908-9 was the reform of taxation, partially neces¬ 
sitated by the growth of the fleet, of which the most contro¬ 
versial item was a tax on inheritance. The proposal was 
bitterly opposed by the Conservatives. The bloc which had 
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been formed at the triumphant elections of 1907 was broken, 
and when the bill was rejected by a majority of eight the 
Chancellor promptly resigned. Though the world was in¬ 
formed that his retirement was the result of the hostile vote, 
every one behind the scenes was aware that the defeat of the 
inheritance tax was the occasion, not the cause, for he was not 
responsible to the Reichstag. Much as he loved power he had 
no wish to remain when his master was tired of him. Both 
men, with the memory of 1890 in their minds, were glad of a 
pretext which avoided the necessity of a spectacular breach. 

The last chapter describes the parting. Biilow had accepted 
the Foreign Office on board the Hohenyollem in the harbour of 
Kiel in June, 1897, and he surrendered the Chancellorship in 
the same place in June, 1909. He found the monarch embar¬ 
rassed and impatient, but not a word was said on either side of 
the real cause of the separation. Some idea of the final con¬ 
versation may be gathered from extracts from his report: 

IF. I have chosen Bethmann. I am sure you will agree. He 
is true as gold. 

B. He is the best man for domestic politics, but he knows 
absolutely nothing of foreign affairs. 

IF. (laughing and gay). Leave foreign affairs to me. I have 
learned something in your school. It will be all right. 

B. I have two requests for Your Majesty, very serious and 
very urgent. 

IF. (glancing impatiently at his wrist watch). Dear Bernhard, 
I have really no time. 

B. I am sorry. I will be brief. Try to reach a naval agree¬ 
ment with England. 

IF. (very annoyed). Have I not told you often enough that 
I allow no one to dictate to me about ship-building ? Every 
such proposal is a humiliation for me and my navy. 

B. How should our honour suffer if we willingly reach an 
agreement with England which diminishes the danger of war ? 

IF (decisively). I do not believe in such a danger. And 
what is your second request ? 

B. Do not repeat the Bosnian action. 

IF. (suspiciously). But that was a triumph for you. 

B. The situation of last winter will not recur. 

IF. So you think I must be careful in the Balkans ? 

B. Yes, there even more than elsewhere. That is the danger- 
point. 

IF (looking at his watch again). I won’t forget. You can 
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be quite happy. But I must not keep Monaco waiting. FlI 
take you in my boat. 

J 3 . Very kind of Your Majesty. One word more. Just 
because, to my great regret, you reject an agreement with 
England on the tempo of our naval construction, you must 
be extra careful with the Russians. 

In reading the Prince’s reports of his conversations with the 
Kaiser we must remember that we only possess his version, 
written down, as he assures us, within a few hours of the event. 
But when such contemporary records and diary entries are 
utilized for the purposes of an elaborate apologia in later years, 
their authors do not always find it desirable to reproduce the 
exact text of the original. Is there any reason to suspect Biilow 
of occasionally yielding to the temptation of touching up his mat¬ 
erials? That is a question which cannot at present be answered 
with confidence. Only when his papers become accessible to 
independent historians will it be possible, by comparing the 
original notes with the published version, to judge whether 
there is ground for the suspicions entertained in many quarters. 

Our dominant feeling as we close the second volume is that 
Biilow has had his revenge. Whatever secrets may be lying in 
the archives of Doom, it is improbable that this comprehensive 
indictment will be effectively rebutted or forgotten. The male¬ 
dictions of Tacitus cling to Tiberius through the centuries, 
and the scars inflicted by Billow’s sharp pen will never fully 
heal. The last of the Hohenzollerns, however, found some 
satisfaction in the knowledge that, in girding at his master, 
Biilow exposed his own feet of clay, and that his complacent 
survey of his performances in office did not pass unchallenged 
at home or abroad. 

The third volume, which is only half the size of the others, 
carries us from the summer of 1909 to the Treaty of Versailles. 
The fallen statesman retired to Rome, where a substantial 
legacy had enabled him to purchase the Villa Malta. Rigidly 
excluded from public affairs, he watched with growing anxiety 
the gathering of the storm. The criticisms of Bethmann and 
Jagow for their activities in the fatal weeks of July, 1914, are 
merciless. While completely acquitting the directors of.Ger¬ 
man policy of a will to war, he condemns them for giving 
Austria a free hand and for the violation of Belgian neutrality. 
He himself, we are assured, would have known how to avert 
the fall of the avalanche ; and Bethmann modestly confessed to 
Theodor Wolff that his predecessor, with his great experience 
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and resource, might perhaps have succeeded where he had 
failed. Biilow could certainly not have done worse. Not all 
his readers, however, will be convinced, for he had unhesitat¬ 
ingly followed the Austrian lead in the Bosnian crisis, and he 
had known of the Schlieffen plan since its birth in 1905. 

In the first winter of the conflict Biilow was summoned from 
his retirement for a task which he alone seemed fitted to per¬ 
form. No one had expected Italy to fight on the side of her 
allies, though the full measure of her estrangement was not 
known till the secrets of the archives were revealed after the 
war. The utmost that could be hoped was that she might be 
prevented from stabbing her old friends in the back. For this 
object it would be necessary to pay her a high territorial price 
at Austria’s expense, for it was Austrian territory that she 
coveted. Biilow was aware of the delicacy of the situation, 
particularly in persuading Francis Joseph and his advisers to 
make the necessary sacrifice, but he did not regard his mission 
as absolutely hopeless. That he failed was not his fault. Yet 
he had no justification for laying the main share of the blame on 
the statesmen of Berlin and Vienna and their diplomatic 
representatives in Italy, whom he accuses of sabotaging his 
efforts. His charges have been indignantly rebutted by 
Macchio, the Austrian Ambassador, in his book Wabrheit: 
Furst Biilow und ich in Korn 1914-15, and more briefly by Jagow, 
the German Foreign Minister, and Flotow, the German 
Ambassador, in the formidable co-operative volume Front wider 
Biilow, edited by Thimme. We are now aware that failure was 
inevitable, for Salandra, the Italian Premier, has confessed in 
La Neutralita Italiana , the first volume of his Memoirs, that 
after the battle of the Marne he decided on war, postponing 
military intervention till the army was ready. 

Biilow earned little gratitude for his efforts, and he knew 
that he had nothing to expect so long as Bethmann was at the 
helm. Since, however, the Chancellor’s inefficiency in time 
of war was realized by every one from the ruler downwards, 
there seemed just a chance that the most brilliant and ex¬ 
perienced of German statesmen might be recalled to office. 
William II had swallowed his dislike of Kiderlen, and with his 
waning prestige he would hardly, have dared to veto such an 
appointment if it had been backed by a widespread demand. 
Such a demand, unfortunately for Biilow, did not exist. His 
offer of concessions to Italy at the expense of Austria deeply 
wounded the pride of the old Emperor and the Ballplatz, 
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though his mission would have been useless if he had not 
made them; and when Bethmann fell in 1917 one of the 
obstacles to Billow’s return was the resentful hostility of 
Vienna. There were other obstacles nearer home, for the 
supporters of his candidature were too few to count. There is 
a revealing if rather cruel picture of the veteran of sixty-eight 
in the Memoirs of Scheidemann. On the fall of Michaelis, 
the feeblest Chancellor that Germany ever possessed, after 
three months in office, Billow’s name was put forward by his 
few remaining friends. When pressed to meet him Scheide¬ 
mann at first refused and only yielded to renewed entreaties. 
The wooing of the Socialist leader took place in the Hotel 
Adlon, where the Prince always stayed on his visits to Berlin, 
but all the arts and crafts of the accomplished charmeur were 
exercised in vain. <c He said yes to everything and approved 
everything that I asked.” At parting he held the hand of the 
visitor long in his own and insisted on helping him into his 
coat. The sole effect of a conversation lasting two and a half 
hours was to convince Scheidemann that the ex-Chancellor 
was past his prime. The last hope of employment disappeared 
with the collapse of the Hohenzollern Empire in November, 
1918. The third volume ends with disparaging references to 
Erzberger, the Socialist leaders, and most of the other actors 
on the darkened stage of republican Germany. 

The bulky volume on Bulow’s early life was the last to be 
written ; for he was over seventy when he began to compile 
his Memoirs, and he was naturally anxious first to complete 
the story of his twelve years of power and to vindicate his 
Italian mission. Finding himself still in good health when this 
task had been achieved he resolved to describe the decades of 
apprenticeship. The fourth volume is the longest of the set 
and, unlike its predecessors, contains a good deal of padding 
which could well be spared. Yet, though somewhat prolix and 
disfigured by the unblushing record of his amours, it is the 
least disagreeable, since he has fewer old scores to pay off. 
In the other volumes there is a recurring note of bitterness and 
revenge : in this it is roses, roses all the way. All doors at 
Court, in society, and in the diplomatic world were open to the 
good-looking young man who had fought bravely in the war of 
1870, and whose father was Foreign Minister. He climbed up 
the steps of the official ladder in half the capitals of Europe, 
meeting all the celebrities of the time. Six years at Paris after 
the Berlin Congress, four at St. Petersburg under Alexander 
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III, five as Minister at Bucharest, four as Ambassador at 
Rome—such were the chief stages of an odyssey in which he 
learned the secrets of the diplomatic art. Such an autobio¬ 
graphy could not be dull. In 1897, when the long-expected 
call to the Wilhelmstrasse arrived, he might well have felt 
satisfied with his fortune and himself. He had no serious rivals 
and no dangerous enemies. His qualifications for the post 
seemed beyond dispute, and the Chancellorship itself lay not 
far ahead. For Hohenlohe was seventy-eight and the monarch 
was beginning to look round for a younger man. Omnium 
consensu capax imperii nisi imperasset . 

If it is broadly correct to say that Bismarck^ apologia 
enhanced his reputation, it is equally incontestable that Biilow 
has damaged his own fame beyond repair. From a literary 
point of view alone are the Memoirs a success. Nowhere else 
shall we find such a portrait-gallery of Bismarckian and post- 
Bismarckian Europe. Though a patriotic German he was also 
something of a cosmopolitan, loving Italy next to his own 
country, happy in Paris, and mixing with scholars on easy 
terms. No one can deny the power, the charm, the human 
interest of the work. Yet from the point of view of the author, 
one of the vainest of men, it must be pronounced a failure, for it 
diminished his moral stature in a surprising degree. Many of 
his portraits, from the Kaiser downwards, have aroused angry 
protest, but no one has suggested a lack of accuracy in de¬ 
lineating his own features. No friend, no disciple, no bio¬ 
grapher could have painted such an intimate portrait, no foe 
could have revealed to a similar extent his meanness of soul. 
It is a psychological riddle how so accomplished a man of the 
world could forget that in discharging his poisoned arrows he 
was damaging himself more than those he attacked. The terse 
verdict of Francis Joseph on Conrad—“ he is clever but not 
wise ”—is equally true of the most brilliant political figure of 
his time. Behind the dazzling fafade we seek in vain for the 
nobler qualities of mind and heart. Suspicions of his sincerity 
were not confined to foreigners like Grey, for his character was 
least admired by some of his closest collaborators. Kiderlen 
called him “ the eel ” ; Schoen and Jagow despised him, and 
Monts cordially reciprocated his dislike. He would have been 
wiser had he left his vindication to another hand ; and, if he 
had told his story with less vanity and malice, he would have 
occupied a higher rank among the public figures of his time 
and a warmer place in the hearts of his countrymen. 



KIDERLEN-WACHTER, THE MAN OF 
AGADIR 

A MONG the actors on the political stage of post-Bismarck- 
ian Germany Kiderlen-Wachter occupies a place apart. 1 
His robust and rather gross personality stands out from the 
surrounding throng of shadowy figures, beloved by few, 
disliked by many, ignored by none. To this day the question is 
asked what he would have done had he been at the helm in 
1914, and whether perchance he might have averted the rush 
of the avalanche. The Swabian Bismarck, as Friedrich 
Naumann called him, impressed his contemporaries as the 
ablest and most forceful German diplomatist with the possible 
exception of Marschall von Bieberstein. His admiring bio¬ 
grapher and friend. Dr. Jaeckh, laments that he came too late 
and went too soon. Less indulgent critics, while admitting 
the exceptional ability of the man of Agadir, may be tempted to 
exclaim : Consensu omnium capax imperii nisi imperasset. 

Kiderlen-Wachter was born at Stuttgart in 1852, the son 
of a high official at the Court of Wiirttemberg. To the end of 
his life he was devotedly attached to the land of his birth, 
speaking its dialect, enjoying its peculiar dishes, loving its free 
and easy ways. A short spell of war as a volunteer in 1870 
separated school from University, and in 1879, after an inten¬ 
sive study of law% he entered the Foreign Office. A brief 
apprenticeship in Copenhagen was followed by four years in 
St. Petersburg, two in Paris and two in Constantinople. 
Bismarck, who kept an eye on the promising young diploma¬ 
tist, called him to the Wilhelmstrasse early in 1888 to deal 
with questions of the Near East, and in the same summer 
selected him to accompany the new Emperor as the representa¬ 
tive of the Foreign Office on his summer cruise to the northern 
capitals. The arrangement initiated by the Iron Chancellor 

1 Kiderlen’s diplomacy must be studied in the voluminous German, British, 
French, Austrian and Russian collections of documents. The official biography, 
Jaeckh’s Kiderlen-Wachter , Der Stoatsmann und Alensch , 2 vols., is too laudatory. 
The best short sketch is by Willy Andreas, Kampfe um Volk und Reich 153-186. 
Take Jonescu, Sotwenirs ; Otto Hammann, Bilder aus der let^ten Kaiser%eit ; 
Rosen, Aus einem diplomatiscben Wanderleben ; Von der Lancken, Meine dreissig 
Dienstjahre ; Mme Tabouis, Life of Jtdes Camhon ; Pick, Searchlight on German 
Africa ; and Class, Wider den Strom , supply valuable information. The French 
side of the second Moroccan crisis is authoritatively presented in Caillaua» 
Agadir ; and Tardieu, Le Mystire d*Agadir. 
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continued for ten years without a break. William II enjoyed 
his jokes and risky stories, though he never became in any real 
sense the Kaiser’s friend. 

Kiderlen’s importance begins with the fall of Bismarck in 
1890. Caprivi, the new Chancellor, was ignorant of foreign 
affairs, and Marschall, the successor of Herbert Bismarck as 
Foreign Minister, was by training a jurist. The changing of 
the guard left Holstein in undisputed command. Careers were 
usually made or marred, not by the Emperor, the Chancellor 
or the Foreign Minister, but by the Eminence Grise , the mystery 
man of the Wilhelmstrasse who had lent a hand in the over¬ 
throw of the Iron Chancellor himself. Next in the official 
hierarchy, though far below him in authority, were Kiderleh 
and Eulenburg. Despite their diverse character and tastes 
the three men worked harmoniously together till the juniors 
left for diplomatic posts. Kiderlen, unlike Eulenburg, 
retained till the end the friendship of the most cantankerous 
and suspicious old man in the world. Nobody was less of the 
routine official type. His Bohemian ways were not to every¬ 
body’s taste, and his domestic life was not beyond reproach. 
Like many men of superabundant vitality, he frankly enjoyed 
what are called the pleasures of life. “ The Swabian,” writes 
his colleague Hammann, Chief of the Press Department, “ was 
a man of moods. It was often difficult to deal with his obstin¬ 
acy. In extreme cases one had to approach him from the 
sentimental side—then he gave way. If he liked people, he 
was a faithful friend.” In a word, a rough diamond. 

That the triumvirate in the Wilhelmstresse abused their 
power was plainly hinted in 1894, first under cover of trans¬ 
parent nicknames, then without concealment, in the Kladdera- 
datscb , a Bismarckian organ. Kiderlen challenged the editor 
to a duel and wounded him at the third shot. Duels in the 
army were recognized and approved, but civil servants were 
not supposed to take the law into their own hands. The 
offender was sentenced to four months, but was freed after a 
fortnight in the fortress of Ehrenbreitstein. The incident had 
no damaging effect on his career, for he had been sorely 
provoked. He had just been appointed Prussian Minister at 
Hamburg, where he passed a year, and in 1895 he was pro¬ 
moted to Copenhagen. If there was little to be done in the 
quiet Danish capital there was much to be heard, for the 
periodical gatherings of the relatives of the venerable Christian 
IX made it the whispering gallery of Europe. His star was 
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rising when in 1898 a thunderbolt fell out of a clear sky. His 
summer cruises with the Kaiser proved his undoing. Indis¬ 
creet letters to Marschall were found in the Wilhelmstrasse 
when Biilow was appointed Foreign Minister in 1897. 
Through whose carelessness or by whose instructions the 
Kaiser was informed is uncertain. Kiderlen himself believed 
Biilow to be one of the culprits and despised him to the end of 
his days. Whether these letters were the sole or the principal 
cause of his fall we cannot be sure. Sharp words at table are said 
to have played a part. He drank heavily and had many 
enemies. 

In 1900 the offender was transferred to Bucharest at the age 
of forty-eight. The Roumanian capital was acceptable enough 
as a stepping stone to higher things, as in the case of Biilow’, 
but for Kiderlen it proved a cul-de-sac. Nobody doubted that 
he was one of the most forceful and experienced men in the 
service, but the Imperial frown was an insuperable bar. In the 
ordinary course of events he might have expected an Embassy 
after a year or two in the Balkans, and perhaps the succession 
to Richthofen when that rather colourless Foreign Minister 
died in 1906. When Tschirschky, who had been a failure in 
the Wilhelmstrasse, was transferred to Vienna in 1907 Biilow 
urged the claims'of Kiderlen, w T hom he described to his master 
as the best head in the diplomatic service. He pleaded in vain, 
for Schoen, an even smaller man than Tschirschky, w 7 as 
summoned from St. Petersburg. 

Though the sense of wasted pow r ers became increasingly' 
poignant, and though he had no liking for the Roumanians, 
Kiderlen’s prolonged residence at Bucharest was not without 
alleviations. Next to Constantinople there was no better 
outlook tower in the Balkans. Holstein’s letters kept him in 
touch with home, and there was little going on in the Chan¬ 
celleries of Europe of which King Carol was unaw-are. Kider¬ 
len was no great admirer of the Queen or the Crown Princess. 
Next to the ruler his chief friend among Roumanian statesmen 
was Take jonescu, w r ho has left us a vivid sketch. “ For more 
than ten years I w r as on terms of the closest intimacy with 
Kiderlen-Wachter. That is to say I had the opportunity of 
knowing him exactly as he was, with his fine qualities and his 
failings. First and foremost he had a big brain. Nobody can 
have had dealings with him without realizing that one w’as in 
contact with one of those intelligences which are the ornament 
of the race. And in Kiderlen the brain was almost everything. 
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Not that he lacked heart, for he gave indisputable proofs of 
his deep and unchanging attachment to certain people. Yet, 
broadly speaking and without doing him injustice, one may 
say that he was neither a sentimentalist nor an idealist, but 
above all a practical intelligence/’ 

On two occasions during his long exile Kiderlen was called 
to play a partf on a, larger stage. When Marschall represented 
Germany at the second Hague Conference in 1907, and again 
when his health necessitated a long holiday in the following 
year, the Minister at Bucharest took his place at Constantinople 
for seven and four months respectively. The Kaiser made no 
objection to such temporary promotion, and the excellent use 
Kiderlen made of his opportunity helped to soften his heart. 
u The Foreign Office is full of praise of your achievements,’’ 
wrote a friend from Berlin, “ and His Majesty joins in the 
applause.” Marschall himself, the greatest Ambassador seen 
on the Bosphorus since Stratford de RedclifFe, was surprised 
and perhaps not altogether pleased at the success of his junior. 
Henceforth Kiderlen counted on the succession to the coveted 
Embassy on the Bosphorus. A series of economic concessions 
testified to his energy and skill, but his principal achievement 
was to keep the German flag flying when power passed from 
the Sultan to the Young Turks in the summer of 1908. Though 
cries of “ A bas l’Allemagne ” were heard in the streets, the 
new leaders were soon seeking his advice, assuring him that 
the Committee of Union and Progress was not anti-German 
and that they knew how much Germany had done for their 
country. When everybody else was in despair, reported the 
Austrian Ambassador, Kiderlen remained calm. The whole 
merit of the recovery of German influence under the new 
regime is usually attributed to Marschall, but the Ambassador 
only returned to his post in September. Kiderlen had borne 
the brunt of the revolution, and Marschall reaped where his 
understudy had sown. Though he liked the Turks he had no 
illusion about the permanence of their sprawling empire. 
Turkey, he believed, would only revive when she had shed her 
racial minorities and become a nation-state. 

The road from Bucharest to Berlin ran through Constan¬ 
tinople. Two months after his second sojourn in the Turkish 
capital Kiderlen was summoned to take charge of the Foreign 
Office during the illness of Schoen. The amiable Baron knew 
that he was only a stop-gap, and he modestly remarked that 
Kiderlen was the man for the job. “ I am to pull the cart out 
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of the mud,” grunted the latter, “ and then I can go.” The 
Kaiser shook hands without saying a word. Once again the 
experienced diplomat confirmed the lofty expectations of his 
friends. Though his commission only lasted four months, 
there was time to make history. His first appearance in the 
Reichstag was such a failure that it would have thrown a 
younger and less confident performer out of his stride. Biilow 
had borne the brunt of the debates on the Daily Telegraph 
interview, but in attempting to exculpate himself he had 
reflected on the officials of the Foreign Office. It was Kider- 
len’s task to defend the working of the department. His 
bright yellow waistcoat combined with his Swabian accent to 
evoke contemptuous merriment. His argument that the 
officials were overworked was unconvincing and his rather 
nonchalant attitude irritated his hearers. He took the fiasco 
calmly, not merely because he was never in awe of Parliament 
or ruler, but also because he rejected the notion of democratic 
control of foreign affairs as scornfully as the Kaiser himself. 

The chief problems with which the interim Minister had to 
deal during his four months in the Wilhelmstrasse were 
Morocco and the Bosnian crisis. The Act of Algeciras was 
generally regarded as a mere truce in the Morocco struggle, 
but after the excitement of the Conference there had been a 
welcome detente. In September, 1908, however, the smoulder¬ 
ing embers burst into flame when deserters from the Foreign 
Legion were helped to escape by German officials at Casa¬ 
blanca, who in turn were roughly handled by French officials. 
Nothing so alarming had happened since the Schnaebele 
frontier incident twenty years earlier, and for a week or two 
war was in the air. The crisis passed, partly because it was 
clear that both sides had erred, partly because the Bosnian 
crisis made it desirable for Germany to keep her hands free. 
When the dispute was referred to the Hague Court the danger 
was over. In both countries there was a desire to avert the 
recurrence of such nerve-racking alarms and both were eager 
to trade. The strength of France lay in her position as a land 
neighbour of Morocco, the strength of Germany in her treaty 
rights. 

In January, 1908, Jules Cambon, the French Ambassador at 
Berlin, reported that Schoen wished to discuss an economic 
entente. Exactly a year later, when the Casablanca crisis was 
over, both sides were ready for a deal. “Kiderlen visited me 
to-day on behalf of Baron Schoen,” he reported on January 
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26, 1909. “ He renewed the assurance that Germany had only 
economic aims in Morocco* I said that France would empha¬ 
size her interest* in the integrity of Morocco, and Germany 
her will not to thwart the political interests of France. Both 
would express their desire, while keeping in view the special 
and recognized position of France, to see their nationals 
associated in economic enterprises.” The negotiations, 
conducted on these sensible lines between Kiderlen and the 
Ambassador, proceeded with unusual smoothness and rapidity 
to a happy issue. 

The declaration, signed on February 8, 1909, was as follows. 
t£ The Governments, animated by an equal desire to facilitate 
the execution of the Act of Algeciras, have agreed to define 
the meaning they attach to its clauses in order to avoid all 
cause of future misunderstanding. Consequently France, 
entirely attached to the maintenance of the integrity and 
independence of Morocco, resolved to safeguard economic 
equality and therefore not to thwart German commercial and 
industrial interests ; and Germany, pursuing merely economic 
interests, and recognizing that the special political interests of 
France are closely bound up with the consolidation of order 
and internal peace and resolved not to thwart those interests, 
declare that they will not pursue or encourage any measure of a 
kind to create in their favour or the favour of any Power an 
economic privilege, and that they will seek to associate their 
nationals in the affairs which they may be able to secure.” On 
the same day letters were exchanged between Cambon and 
Schoen declaring that the political dfsintiressement of Germany 
did not affect the position already held by her nationals, but 
implied that they would not compete for posts in the public 
services of a political character, and that, when their interests 
were associated, it would recognize that those of France were 
the most important. 

After the tempests of Tangier, Algeciras and Casablanca, it 
seemed almost too good to be true. Kiderlen was rewarded 
with a Sevres dinner service, and never again did he receive 
such plaudits at home and abroad. Pichon, Clemenceau’s 
conciliatory Foreign Minister, declared that it removed all 
causes of conflict in Morocco. “ Now we can cash the Act of 
Algeciras,” declared the Journal des Dibats. Radolin, the 
German Ambassador, added cheerfully that a lasting entente 
had been secured. Biilow assured the Reichstag that it assured 
France her legitimate political influence in Morocco without 
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allowing her to appropriate the country. “ I rejoice,” declared 
Aehrenthal to the French Ambassador, cc and so do all my 
countrymen, whose cordial sympathy with you grows daily 
stronger.” The Austrian Minister was relieved to know that 
the Central Powers could now devote their undivided attention 
to the Bosnian incident. Similar felicitations came from Tit- 
toni at Rome. “ Politically it is a great advantage that France 
and Germany should agree not to quarrel about Morocco,” 
commented Grey; “ commercially I feat other people will 
lose by an entente between them, though the open door must 
be preserved on paper.” Only Russia was dissatisfied, for she 
saw in the detente fresh evidence of French reluctance to back 
up her ally in the Bosnian feud. While a duel is in progress 
the seconds are not expected to fraternize. Had Russian 
statesmen possessed the gift of prophecy they would not have 
been alarmed, for the Moroccan honeymoon was destined to 
be brief. 

The second and larger issue was the Bosnian crisis. The 
decision of Germany to stand by her ally, despite the resent¬ 
ment of her precipitate action privately expressed by the 
Kaiser and Marschall, had been reached before Kiderlen was 
summoned from Bucharest. There was really no choice, for 
Austria Hungary was her only dependable partner, and Aehren¬ 
thal was on strong ground in claiming a reward for sendees at 
Algeciras. Moreover the estrangement of England by the 
Flottenpo/itik and the consequential tightening of the bonds of 
the Triple Entente strengthened the pull of Vienna. Bis¬ 
marck had made the Dual Alliance with Andrassy in 1879 on 
the tacit assumption that Germany would be the first violin. 
With the recent shift in the balance of power, the roles began to 
be reversed, Austria calling the tune and Germany following 
obediently in her train. Kiderlen resented the change, but he 
was in full agreement with the policy of standing by Francis 
Joseph in the Bosnian controversy to the end. 

In the opening weeks of 1909 the juridical damage inflicted 
on Turkey by the action of Austria and Bulgaria was com¬ 
pensated by a small financial solatium. These settlements were 
welcomed throughout Europe, where no responsible statesman 
desired a conflict. On the other hand they strengthened the 
position of Aehrenthal, for, now that Turkey was out of the 
ring, Servia faced Austria alone. That Russia was not in a 
position to fight the Central Powers was as well known in 
Belgrad as elsewhere, but the outraged feelings of the Serbs 
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made surrender very difficult. On February z 7, terrified by the 
prospect of a struggle in which Russia would have to choose 
between humiliating neutrality and military defeat, Iswolsky 
advised Servia to inform the Powers that she withdrew her 
territorial claims. Servia, however, was in no yielding mood, 
and Austria was generally expected to issue an ultimatum. 
Iswolsky was in a fever of anxiety, not only in regard to the 
outbreak of war, but owing to Aehrenthal’s threat to reveal the 
negotiations of the previous summer. He implored Biilow 
to avert the exposure, though he still declined formal recogni¬ 
tion of the annexation. 

At this moment, in the middle of March, 1909, Germany 
came forward at the wish of her ally and cut the knot. If 
Iswolsky had to yield, it was slightly less painful for him to 
surrender to Berlin than to his hated rival at Vienna, for he had 
never been and never became a Germanophobe. When the 
first attempt at mediation by the Wilhelmstrasse produced an 
evasive reply, a thundering telegram brought the dragging 
dispute to a head. “Tell Iswolsky,” ran the instructions to 
the German Ambassador at St. Petersburg, “ that we are ready 
to propose to Austria to invite the Powers to accept the abro¬ 
gation of Article 25 of the Treaty of Berlin. Before, however, 
we approach Austria we must know definitely that Russia will 
unconditionally accept. You will inform him that we expect a 
precise answer—yes or no. We should regard an evasive, 
conditional or ambiguous reply as a refusal. We should then 
withdraw and let things take their course. The responsibility 
for further events would be his alone, after we had made a final 
sincere attempt to be helpful to him and to clear up the situa¬ 
tion in a way he could accept.” 

This historic communication was approved and signed by 
Biilow, but it was drafted by Kiderlen. The Chancellor had 
climbed down at Algeciras, and it was Kiderlen’s belief that 
his courage would have failed again in 1909. In principle he 
was ready to act, but in such a delicate matter, involving the 
issues of peace and war, the phraseology is of the essence of 
the matter. To do Austria a good turn without deeply wound¬ 
ing Russia was like trying to square the circle. Never before 
or after did Kiderlen take so much trouble over the wording 
of a document. His object was to produce an immediate 
surrender while avoiding the harshness of an obviously unac¬ 
ceptable ultimatum. The despatch should be read as a whole, 
for the celebrated Yes or No passage, taken alone, conveys a 
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slightly misleading notion of its character. Pourtalfes, the 
German Ambassador at St. Petersburg, always contended that 
it was a friendly demarche in the interest of all parties concerned. 
Iswolsky, on the other hand, described it at the time to Nicol- 
son as a diplomatic ultimatum. It was assuredly a bitter 
humiliation for such a vain man to drink the cup of failure to 
the dregs, yet it was a secret relief when the menace of war 
and exposure was removed. Six months later, when the smart 
had begun to heal, he confessed to Cartwright, the British 
Ambassador at Vienna, that Germany had acted in a friendly 
spirit, and had merely declared that if war broke out between 
Austria and Russia she would have to stand by her ally. 

Kiderlen always spoke with satisfaction of his share in 
bringing the Bosnian crisis to an end without a breach of the 
peace. “ 1 knew the Russians were not ready for war,” he 
confided to Take Jonescu, “ and 1 wished to profit by their 
disability. I wanted to show that the time of German tutelage, 
which dated from 1815, was gone for ever. Schoen and Co. 
would never have dared what I undertook on my sole res¬ 
ponsibility.” He exaggerated his share in the transaction, for 
without Bulow’s approval the high explosive would not have 
left Berlin. His old friend Holstein, with one foot in the grave, 
sent him congratulations on his “ cheek.” Biilow, whose 
days were nufnbered, was glad to have had assistance on the 
bridge during a perilous voyage, and even Marschall, who 
never liked him, declared that he was Schoen’s only possible 
successor in the Wilhelmstrasse. Despite these compliments 
Germany was to learn that such forced surrenders leave ugly 
scars. 

The Foreign Minister returned to work at the close of the 
Bosnian crisis and Kiderlen resumed his task at' Bucharest. 
Yet this time there were laurels on his brow. He had played an 
active part on a big and brilliantly lighted stage to the accom¬ 
paniment of general applause. After the nerveless sway of 
Schoen the Wilhelmstrasse had been glad to feel a strong hand 
at the helm. Bulow’s star was sinking below the horizon, for 
his handling of the Daily Telegraph incident had determined the 
Kaiser to get rid of him at the first favourable opportunity. 
Perhaps the next Chancellor might be able to remove the veto 
which alone stood between Kiderlen and the seat of power. 

When Bethmann Hollweg succeeded Biilow in June, 1909, 
an urgent message was despatched from the Wilhelmstrasse to 
Bucharest. “ The new Chief is extremely anxious to meet 
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you as soon as possible for an exchange of views.” The meet¬ 
ing could hardly take place in Berlin, for Schoen was still in 
office and stood high in the Imperial favour. The Chancellor’s 
first official visit to Vienna in September provided the oppor¬ 
tunity for unobserved talk. The impression made by Kiderlen 
was so deep "that he was at once begged to draw up a memo¬ 
randum on the burning question of Anglo-German relations, 
which Bethmann, despite his ignorance of foreign affairs, 
realized from the outset was the key to the European situation. 
He had already initiated discussions with the British Am¬ 
bassador, and Kiderlen whole-heartedly approved the attempt 
to undo the mischief of the Biilow regime. 

A week after the interview he forwarded an elaborate 
memorandum to Berlin. Good relations with England, he 
began, were undoubtedly one of the principal aims of German 
policy. Austria would welcome them, Italy would draw 
nearer to her allies, and Russia would realize the value of 
German friendship. England was unlikely to attack Germany 
or to form an offensive alliance against her. On the other 
hand, Germany might find the British fleet opposed to her in a 
conflict originating elsewhere, though this danger was not 
actual so long as no continental war occurred. The greatest 
peril was that England, without taking an overtly hostile step, 
could make things uncomfortable for Germany outside Europe 
in matters of secondary importance, and perhaps confront her 
with a new Fashoda in which she must either yield or fight. 
To avoid such a catastrophe a naval agreement would not 
suffice, for doubts would exist as to its fulfilment. Germany 
should declare her readiness to recognize England’s naval 
supremacy as a means to bring the discussion on to the political 
field. If relations of confidence could be restored Germany 
could be accommodating in regard to her fleet, and should 
make it clear that she had no desire to weaken England’s 
existing friendships. She would be gently informed that for 
some time her policy had been, if not exactly hostile, at any 
rate lacking in friendliness, even when her interests were not 
directly involved. The removal of this obstacle was essential 
if a naval agreement was to be approved by the Reichstag and 
public opinion. British statesmen should not be frightened 
away by too far-reaching proposals at first. Better a small 
success than the failure of a larger project. Each should 
promise not to join a hostile coalition against the other. The 
reception of this proposal would decide how far the English 
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really desired to improve relations. Premature naval discus¬ 
sions might ruin the whole plan of a rapprochement. “ The 
political factor is more elastic than the military. . . . Our 
chief aim must be to reach a political agreement, however 
unimportant. For the mere fact of a minor understanding 
combined with some naval pact would greatly simplify our 
policy as a whole.” 

Kiderlen’s advice to decline a naval agreement unaccom¬ 
panied by a political understanding was in accord with Beth- 
mann’s views, and the Chancellor continued to seek his advice. 
A report of the first detailed conversation with the British 
Ambassador on October 14, 1909, was forwarded with a draft 
agreement to Bucharest. Kiderlen wrote to express his satis¬ 
faction with the start, but thought the draft too ambitious 
for England to accept. The difficulty, he added, would be to 
avoid the suspicion that Germany wished to separate her from 
her friends. The letter ended with an appeal not to flinch from 
a fairly far-reaching naval agreement as soon as a visible 
ditcnte appeared. So long as the defence of German shores 
was assured, a few ships more or less should not stand in the 
way. The second conversation between Bethmann and Go- 
schen on November 4 was likewise reported, with a grateful 
letter from the Chancellor. Kiderlen replied that if the thread 
was not cut, he believed in success. It would be a great gain 
if Germany’s open or secret antagonists could no longer count 
on Anglo-German antagonism. The negotiations for a naval 
and neutrality agreement were interrupted in November by 
the General Election in England, resumed early in 1910 and 
finally dropped in 1912. The attempt of Bethmann and 
Kiderlen to mend the wires to London was made in all sin¬ 
cerity, but it came too late for success. Biilow had gone, but 
Tirpitz, a much stronger man, remained and he possessed the 
ear of the Kaiser. 

At the age of fifty-eight Kiderlen was still a Minister in a 
minor capital, while younger and lesser men became Ambassa¬ 
dors, The situation was too paradoxical to last, particularly 
after his notable achievements during the winter of 1908-9. 
He contemplated resignation from the diplomatic service in 
order to become the German representative on the Commission 
of the Ottoman Debt. The rumour that his services might be 
lost to the State filled his friends in Berlin with dismay. The 
modest Schoen was no obstacle, for he rightly regarded himself 
as best fitted for an Embassy. “ Bethmann is a soft nature/’ 
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he remarked, “ and I am also rather flabby. With us two a 
strong policy is impossible, only with Kiderlen.” “ For 
heaven’s sake,” wrote the Under-Secretary, “ do not think of 
resignation. Everybody who knows the circumstances would 
regard it as an immeasurable misfortune.” His champions 
were to be found not only in the Wilheimstrasse but on the 
steps of the throne. Valentini, the chief of the Civil Cabinet, 
Mhller, the chief of the Naval Cabinet, and August Eulenburg, 
the Court Chamberlain, agreed that he was the man the country 
needed. The Crown Prince joined in the appeal, and when the 
Chancellor added his weight the Kaiser had to yield. Even 
now he warned Bethmann with the inelegant words : Sie set^en 
sicb eine Laus in den Pe/%. When once his decision was made he 
treated the new Foreign Minister with courtesy and confidence, 
but the camaraderie of earlier years was not resumed, and the 
brief reference in his Memoirs is cool enough. Kiderlen 
never flattered anybody and was well aware of his master’s 
failings, but he admired him more than Biilow, whom in his 
intimate circle he always called the eel. Like everybody else 
he respected Bethmann for his high character, but in the realm 
of diplomacy he regarded him as a mere amateur. 

Schoen was packed off to Paris, and Kiderlen’s appointment 
was welcomed on every hand. “ Political leadership at last! ” 
exclaimed old SchJieffen, the famous ex-chief of the General 
Staff. In the Foreign Office itself, reported the Under-Secre¬ 
tary, there was general delight. “ Everybody longs for a 
strong and a firm hand.” The new Minister was resolved to be 
master in his own house. <c With us the post of Foreign Minis¬ 
ter is most unenviable,” he had once remarked to a friend. 
“ All the successes are put down to the Chancellor, all the 
failures to the Secretary of State.” The relationship, which 
was never easy, varied with the personalities concerned. 
Kiderlen’s authority rested not only on his own prestige but on 
his chief’s ignorance of foreign affairs. Yet the Chancellor 
bore the ultimate responsibility, and as Bethmann’s self- 
confidence grew with time his influence in the shaping of 
policy increased. The Anglo-German naval and neutrality 
negotiations, for instance, he kept in his own hands. 

A few days before leaving Bucharest Kiderlen explained his 
programme to Take Jonescu. While he was at the helm there 
would be no war with England. Friendship with France was 
not to be had. She desired peace and would never attack 
Germany, but if the latter were attacked from some other 
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quarter, she would.join in. He had advised the Emperor to 
wash his hands of Morocco. While that question was unsolved, 
Germany could find England at the side of France in all other 
matters. England could not leave her in the lurch in regard 
to Morocco, for she had a debt of honour to pay. Moreover, 
it would be no sacrifice, for Germany could never take 
Morocco if England objected. “ Why then should a useless 
tension continue ? If we can secure something for ourselves, 
all the better, but that should not be made a condition.” 
“ .And you believe this policy will be adopted ? ” asked 
Take Jonescu. “ Of course, since I am summoned to the 
post. You know perfectly well that I am not the man to pursue 
any policy but my own.” Germany, he continued, had nothing 
to gain from victory, and only too much to lose from defeat. 
Time was on her side. Every decade increased her lead. Her 
economic development was astonishing. Moreover, a vic¬ 
torious war would bring a Parliamentary regime. The 
German people had been rewarded by the plague of universal 
suffrage for the triumphs of 1870, and a fresh victory would 
bring a further democratic descent. War would not occur. 
France was essentially pacific, England would not start a 
conflict, and Russia knew that Germany was too strong to 
defeat. It was an optimistic forecast. So far as words went the 
appointment seemed to herald an era of peace. 

The new Foreign Minister was only destined to reign at the 
Wilhelmstrasse from the summer of 1910 till the close of 1912. 
In this brief space he played a leading part in four important 
transactions: the rapprochement with Russia, the Agadir 
crisis, the Tripoli conflict, and the first Balkan war. 

Though the Bosnian crisis had been ended by the peremp¬ 
tory summons from Berlin, the wrath of Iswolsky and the 
Tsar was directed against Austria rather than her ally. Three 
months after the surrender Nicholas and William II had a 
friendly meeting in Finnish waters. Russia’s dislike of the 
Bagdad railway had been unconcealed ; but, though negotia¬ 
tions had slumbered since 1907, she had never been entirely 
intransigent. If the two countries were to gravitate towards 
one another, here was the road to follow. It was German 
ambitions in Turkey and Persia, not the German fleet, which 
caused anxiety in St. Petersburg. 

The visit to Potsdam in November 1910 of the Tsar and 
Sazonoff, his new Foreign Minister, inaugurated discussions 
which resulted in the agreement of August 1911. The essence 
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of the deal was the withdrawal of Russia’s opposition to the 
Bagdad railway in return for German recognition of her 
predominance in North Persia. The material symbol of 
reconciliation was to be a branch from Bagdad to Khanikin, 
where it was to meet a line from Teheran constructed under 
Russian auspices. Though the railway connection was never 
made, the Potsdam discussions rendered Russo-German 
relations more friendly than at any time since the Bjorko 
honeymoon. 

Family relations still counted for something, and the old 
argument that the Emperors must stand together against the 
revolutionary flood had not lost all effect. The ditente lasted 
till the Balkan wars revived antagonism between Russia and 
Austria, and consequently between the Central Powers and the 
Triple Entente. So far as Persia and the Bagdad railway were 
concerned, the Potsdam negotiations were successful enough 
to arouse suspicions of Sazonoff in Paris and London ; but in 
the larger issue of the grouping of the Powers there was no 
essential change. In drawing nearer to St. Petersburg Ger¬ 
many did not move an inch away from Vienna. Neither 
Germany nor Russia expected to be attacked by the other, but 
nobody could tell what Austria might attempt in the Balkans. 
Austria, as the Russians were often reminded by Berlin, was 
an independent state. Here was the snag in Russo-German 
relations, for Austro-Russian rivalry in the Near East was too 
old and too acute to be removed by Kiderlen or anyone else. 

Before the Potsdam agreement was signed the Foreign 
Minister’s attention was once more called to Morocco, which 
confronted him with the most difficult task of his life. The 
treaty of 1909, it was hoped, in addition to producing a political 
detente , would substantially benefit both French and German 
trade. Everything depended on the spirit in which it was 
worked, for in the absence of goodwill on both sides the 
occasions of friction were infinite. While the two Govern¬ 
ments were conciliatory enough, greedy commercial firms in 
both countries played for their own hand. The opportunities 
of exploitation were to be found in mines, public works and 
railways, yet in all three directions unexpected difficulties 
arose. In the first the claims of the Mannesmann brothers 
were particularly exorbitant. In the second the projected 
monopoly by French and German interests was challenged by 
the British Government in the name of the Act of Algeciras. 
In the third sphere, that of railways, strategic and therefore 
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political considerations were involved, and it was above all the 
railway dispute which destroyed the economic condominium. 
The whole story of attempted co-operation has been told with 
inside information in Tardieu’s masterly work he Mystire 
d* Agadir. 

The French military authorities had long demanded lines 
from Casablanca into the Shawia district and from the Algerian 
frontier to Ujda, both in French occupation. In January 1911 
Germany announced that she did not object to railways in the 
military zones of occupation if they were open to trade on 
equal terms for all. But she argued that a special agreement 
was necessary if the line was built beyond Ujda towards Fez, 
and suggested the employment of the Soci6t£ Marocaine des 
Travaux Publics, an association of French and German capital¬ 
ists, and the prior construction of a line from Tangier to Fez. 
When Pichon accepted these conditions an agreement was in 
sight, and on March 2 Jules Cambon advised his chief to sign 
the German draft. At this moment Pichon disappeared with 
the fall of the Briand Cabinet, and his successor Cruppi, 
ignoring Cambon’s warnings, declared that the draft needed 
further study. At the same moment the new Monis Ministry 
vetoed an arrangement for Franco-German co-operation in the 
French Congo. Such a sudden change of attitude at Paris 
produced the exasperation in Berlin which the experienced 
Ambassador had foretold. 

While the economic condominium was breaking down, the 
political situation went from bad to worse. French loans failed 
to buttress the Sultan’s waning authority, and when the tribes 
round Fez rose in March, 1911, he had no reliable troops to 
defend the capital. On March 13 Kiderlen spoke grayely to 
the Ambassador of rumours of French action. “ German 
opinion might be excited, and it would be wise if Germany 
were informed in good time. By small successive military 
operations France could be led on to an even more extended 
operation, which would end by annulling the Algeciras Act.” 
Here was Kiderlen’s first warning. The Ambassador replied 
that France’s plans were not fixed, but she would respect the 
Act as hitherto. On April 4, after a visit to Paris, he informed 
Kiderlen that the Europeans in Fez were in danger, and that 
France would probably occupy Rabat with a view to sending a 
column to the capital to facilitate their departure. “ Your 
Excellency knows my desire to avoid all public excitement 
about Morocco,” replied the Foreign Minister. “ I hope the 
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Government will only proceed to military occupation in the 
event of extreme necessity. In that case the German Govern* 
ment would be quite ready to exchange views on the steps to 
be taken.” Here was the second warning. A third came from 
the Chancellor a few days later. On April 28 Cambon an¬ 
nounced that bad news had arrived from Fez, and that France 
must take measures to rescue the Europeans. There was no 
intention of occupying the capital or infringing the sove¬ 
reignty of the Sultan. Kiderlen rejoined that he had full 
confidence in the sincerity of the French Government, but 
events sometimes produced unintended results. “ If the 
French troops remained in Fez, so that the Sultan only ruled 
with the aid of French bayonets, Germany would regard the 
Algeciras Act as finished and would resume complete liberty 
of action.” Here was the fourth warning. 

How seriously Kiderlen took the matter was shown in his 
elaborate Memorandum dated May 3. “The occupation of 
Fez would prepare the way for the absorption of Morocco by 
France. We should obtain nothing by protests, and should 
suffer a moral defeat which it would be hard to bear. We must 
therefore decide on an object in the coming negotiations 
which would incline the French to compensations. If they 
establish themselves in Fez out of anxiety for their nationals, 
we too have the right to defend our own. We have large 
German firms in Mogador and Agadir. German ships could 
go to these ports for the protection of these firms. They 
could be stationed there quite peacefully, just to prevent other 
Powers occupying these most important ports in south 
Morocco first. In view of their remoteness from the Mediter¬ 
ranean England would scarcely make difficulties.” Here was 
the new course—to take pledges and await a French offer. 
There was no thought, or at any rate no mention,of occupation 
of territory. The Memorandum was approved by the Kaiser, 
who, during a visit to England, assured the King that Ger¬ 
many would never fight for Morocco. He desired the open 
door and hoped for colonial compensation. 

On May 21, undeterred by reiterated warnings, French 
troops entered Fez where they found the Europeans safe and 
well. Grey confessed that the French were skating on very 
thin ice i£ maintaining that the Act of Algeciras remained 
intact, and on June 8 Spain manifested her interpretation of 
French policy by occupying the zone in northern Morocco 
hypothetically allotted to her by the secret treaty of 1904. 
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That a new chapter had opened was admitted for the first time 
by Cambon on June 11. “I foresee extremely grave diffi¬ 
culties,” remarked the Chancellor. “ Perhaps,” rejoined the 
Ambassador, “ but no one can prevent Morocco falling under 
our influence some day. It seems to me that we could 
examine the questions which interest us and seek to afford 
German opinion the satisfactions which would allow it to 
watch developments without anxiety.” “Go and see Kiderlen 
at Kissingen,” replied Bethmann. Here was the first hint 
of compensation, which it would have been wiser to offer 
before instead of after the expedition to Fez. 

The situation in Morocco, began Kiderlen in the historic 
conversation of June 21, had been completely transformed, 
with forces under French officers throughout the country 
and the Sultan at the orders of France. “ Have you forgotten 
the pact of 1909, which recognizes French political influence ? ” 
interjected the Ambassador. “ Influence is not Protectorate,” 
rejoined the Foreign Minister. “ You are on the road to a 
veritable Protectorate. That is not in the pacts of 1906 and 
1909, any more than your occupation of the Shawia and the 
East.” Cambon remarked that it was not easy in dealing 
with an uncivilized Government to fix how far influence 
could go, and he proposed a general discussion like that of 
England and France in 1903-4. “ I agree,” replied Kiderlen. 
“ If we keep to Morocco we shall not succeed. It is useless 
to prop up a tottering structure.” Here the Ambassador 
uttered a caveat. “ If you want part of Morocco, French 
opinion would not stand it. One could look elsewhere.” 
“ Yes,” replied Kiderlen, “ but you must tell us what you 
wish.” At parting he exclaimed : “ Bring us back something 
from Paris.” 

Up to this point the policy of Germany had been irre¬ 
proachable. She possessed treaty rights and commercial 
interests in Morocco. Courteous warnings had produced no 
effect. French troops had entered Fez, but no offer of com¬ 
pensation was forthcoming till June 11, and then only in the 
vaguest form. Now it was too late, for the Foreign Minister 
had made up his mind. In April he had told Weizsacker, 
the Premier of his native Wiirttemberg, that he was medi¬ 
tating the occupation of Agadir. A Foreign Office Memo¬ 
randum, dated May 30, argued that north Morocco would 
soon be French, that military domination would involve 
commercial privilege, and that French public opinion would 
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veto a serious offer. A Sultan who could only rule with 
foreign help was not the sovereign ruler envisaged by the 
Algeciras Act. Germany should resume liberty of action, 
and follow up her declaration by sending cruisers to Mogador 
and Agadir. France would then offer compensation, and no 
storm was likely to arise. If she took it quietly, England 
would not make difficulties, and she might be told that 
Germany was ready for a deal if compensation in the French 
Congo were offered. The Chancellor accepted the plan, 
though he admits in his apologia that it was sensational and 
disquieting. 

The Kaiser’s assent was secured by the Chancellor and the 
Foreign Minister on a visit to Kiel on June 26. “ Ships 

approved,” wired the latter to the Wilhelmstrasse, and the' 
gunboat Panther was ordered to Agadir. On June 19 Dr. 
Regendanz, Managing Director of the Hamburg-Marokko 
Gesellschaft, was summoned to the Foreign Office and in¬ 
structed to collect signatures from firms interested in Morocco 
to a petition to the Government which was needed as a 
pretext for the action about to be taken. The address was 
quickly drafted, signed and sent to Berlin, though when the 
Panther reached Agadir there was not a German nor any other 
European at the port. 

On July 1 a brief Memorandum was presented at the 
Foreign Offices in London, Paris and Madrid. “ Des maisons 
allemandes, dtablies au sud du Maroc et notammcnt a Agadir 
et dans ses-environs, se sont alarmees d’une certaine fermenta¬ 
tion parmi les tribus de ces contrees que semblent avoir pro- 
duite les derniers evenements dans d’autres parties du pays. 
Ces maisons se sont adressdes au Gouvemement Imperial pour 
lui demander protection pour leur vie et leurs biens. Sur 
leur demande le Gouvernement a decide d’cnvoyer au port 
d’Agadir un batiment de guerre pour preter, en cas de besoin, 
aide et secours a ses sujets et proteges ainsi qu’aux con¬ 
siderables interets allemands engages dans les dites contrees. 
D^s que l’6tat de choses au Maroc sera rentre dans son calme 
anterieur, le bateau charge de cette mission protectrice aura 
a quitter le port d’Agadir.” 

In presenting this document the German Ambassadors 
made explanatory statements. The advance to Fez, declared 
Metternich to Nicolson, the necessity of which was not 
established by the German reports, and the creation of French 
and Spanish military posts in various parts of Morocco, had 
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destroyed the Algeciras Act and created a new situation. 
That Act merely authorized the organization of a police force 
in certain open pQrts. It was the duty of the German Govern¬ 
ment to protect the lives and properties of their subjects in 
the south where no police forces existed. They were ready 
to co-operate with the French and Spanish Governments in 
the difficult search for a definite solution of the Morocco ques¬ 
tion. The assistance of the British Government would be 
gladly welcomed. Schoen’s words in Paris were slightly 
different. The situation in Morocco, he declared, necessitated 
a prompt conversation. It was useless to appeal to the 
Algeciras Act, which had been too often infringed to possess 
authority. German opinion was very sensitive about Morocco, 
and one of the main objects of the despatch of the vessel was 
to calm it. This precautionary measure should not be allowed 
to affect the relations of the two Governments, and the Press 
should not be allowed to misrepresent it. A com muniqui in the 
Norddeutsche Allgemeine Zeitung completed the official state¬ 
ment of the. German case. After announcing the despatch of 
the Panther to Agadir in response to the request of German 
firms interested in south Morocco it added : “ The Moroccan 
notables in the district have been informed that the appearance 
of a German warship does not convey any unfriendly intention 
either towards Morocco or its inhabitants.” 

Kiderlen explained his attitude to Baron Beyens, the Belgian 
Minister at Berlin. “ If France had continued to advance 
with calculated slowness, we should have had to submit to 
her usurpations. One day she would have invoked the 
hostility of a village which constituted a strategic point to 
occupy it militarily; another time she would have made a 
pretext of the uncertainty of the boundaries to cross them. 
It would have been the invasion of the drop of oil. I thanked 
heaven,” he added with his malicious little laugh, “ when I 
learned of the march on Fez, for it restored our liberty of 
action. Yet we did not wish to act without making a last 
attempt at an understanding. At Kissingen I spoke of a com¬ 
pensation due to Germany. We consented to abandon 
Morocco in return for territory in Africa. This friendly dis¬ 
cussion remaining without result we sent the Panther .” The 
concluding sentence was thoroughly dishonest, for he gave 
the French Government no time to frame a reply. 

The arrival of a German gunboat at a closed port electrified 
Paris and London. De Selves, Foreign Minister in the newly- 



